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SENATE 
THURSDAY, AUGUST 5, 1937 

(Legislative day of Thursday, July 22, 1937> 

The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, on the expiration 
of the recess. 

THE JOURNAL 

On request of Mr. BARKLEY, and by unanimous consent, 
the reading of the Journal of the proceedings of the calen
dar day Wednesday, August 4, 1937, was dispensed with, 
and the Journal was approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. 

Chaffee, one of its reading clerks, announced that the House 
had passed without amendment the bill (S. 1935) to au
thorize and direct the Comptroller General of the United 
States to allow credit for all outstanding disallowances and 
suspensions in the accounts of disbursing officers or agents 
of the Government for payments made pursuant to certain 
adjustments and increases in compensation of Government 
officers and employees. 

The message also announced that the House had agreed 
to the amendment of the Senate to the bill <H. R. 7373) to 
aid the several States in making, or for having made, cer
tain toll bridges on the system of Federal-aid highways 
free bridges, and for other purposes. 

The message further announced that the House had 
passed the following bills, in which it requested the con
currence of the Senate: 

H. R. 6384. An act to liberalize the provisions of existing 
laws governing service-connected benefits for World War 
veterans and their dependents, and for other purposes; and 

H. R. 8081. An act authorizing the Comptroller General 
of the United States to allow credit in the accounts of dis
bursing officers for overpayments of wages on Civil Works 
Administration projects and waiving recovery of such over
payments. 

ENROLLED BU.LS SIGNED 
The message also announced that the Speaker had a:ffixed 

his signature to the following enrolled bills, and they were 
signed by the Vice President: 

S. 176. An act for the relief of George Smith and Ketha 
Smith; 

S.l84. An act for the relief of Josephine M. Scott; 
S. 1044. An act for the relief of Thomas W. Seay; 
S.l129. An act to authorize the Secretary of the Interior 

to accept from the State of Utah title to a certain State
owned section of land and to patent other land to the State 
in lieu hereof, and for other purposes; 

S. 1266. An act to authorize the city of Chamberlain, 
S. Dak., to construct, equip, and maintain tourist cabins on 
American Island, S. Dak., to operate and maintain a tourist 
camp and certain amusement and recreational facilities on 
such island, to make charges in connection therewith, and 
for other purposes; 

S. 1822. An act for the relief of Harry Burnett; 
B. 1881. An act for the relief of the Consolidated Aircraft 

Corporation; 
s. 2334. An act for the relief of certain disbursing officers 

of the Army of the United States and for the settlement of 
individual claims approved by the War Department; 

S. 2399. An act for the relief of R. L. McLachlan; and 
H. R. 7373. An act to aid the several States in making, or 

for having made, certain toll bridges on the system of Fed
eral-aid highways free bridges, and for other purposes. 

CALL OF THE ROLL 
:Mr. LEWIS. In view of the fact that votes are to be taken 

on amendments that are pending to the bill before the Sen
ate, a quorum is needed, and I ask for a roll call in order to 
secure one. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll. 
The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 

answered to their names: 

Adams Connally King 
Andrews Copeland La Follette 
Ashurst Davis Lee 
Austin Dieterich Lewis 
Batley Donahey Lodge 
Barkley Ellender Logan 
Berry Frazier Lonergan 
Bllbo George Lundeen 
Black Gerry McAdoo 
Bone Gillette McCarran 
Borah Glass McGill 
Bridges Green McKellar 
Brown, Mich. Guffey McNary 
Brown, N.H. Hale Maloney 
Bulkley Harrison Minton 
Bulow Hatch Moore 
Burke Herring Murray 
Byrd Hitchcock Neely 
Byrnes Holt Nye 
Capper Hughes O'Mahoney 
Chavez Johnson, Calif. Overton 
Clark Johnson, Colo. Pepper 

Pittman 
Radcliffe 
Reynolds 
Schwartz 
Schwellenbach 
Sheppard 
Shipstead 
Smith 
Steiwer 
Thomas, Okla. 
Thomas, Utah 
Townsend 
Truman 
Tydings 
Vandenberg 
VanNuys 
Wagner 
Walsh 
Wheeler 
White 

IW". LEWIS. I again announce that the Senator from Wis
consin [Mr. DUFFY] and the Senator from Georgia [Mr. 
RussELL] are absent on official duty as members of the com
mittee to attend the dedication of the battle monuments in 
France. 

I further announce that the Senator from Arkansas [Mrs. 
CARAWAY] is unavoidably detained; that the Senator from 
Idaho [Mr. PoPE] is detained on official business; and that 
the Senator from New Jersey [Mr. SMATHERS] is absent 
because of illness in his family. 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. I announce that the Senator 
from Nebraska [Mr. NoRRIS] is detained from the Senate 
because of illness. 

Mr. AUSTIN. I announce that my colleague the junior 
Senator from Vermont [Mr. GIBSON] is absent in the per
formance of official duty as a member of the committee to 
attend the dedication of the battle monuments in France. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Eighty-six Senators have an
swered to their names. A quorum is present. 

VIRGINIA DARE CELEBRATION, ROANOKE ISLAND, N. C. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Under authority of House Con
current Resolution 17, agreed to June 16, 1937, the Chair 
appoints the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. BARKLEY], the 
Senator from Virginia [Mr. GLASS], the Senator from Ten
nessee [Mr. McKELLAR], the Senator from Oregon [Mr. Mc
NARY], and the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. LonGE] as 
members, on the part of the Senate of the joint committee 
to represent Congress at the celebration of the three hundred 
and fiftieth annivei'Sary of the birth of Virginia Dare, to be 
held at Roanoke Island, N.C., on August 18, 1937. 

HOME MORTGAGES IN PENNSYLVANIA (S. DOC. NO. 92) 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a letter 
from the Chairman of the Federal Home Loan Bank Board, 
transmitting, in response to Senate Resolution 157, agreed 
to July 27, 1937, a preliminary report on the total of home 
mortgages and other obligations acquired by the Home Own
ers' Loan Corporation in the State of Pennsylvania, the 
number of foreclosures made by the Corporation in such 
State, and other similar- information, for the fiscal years 
ended 1934, 1935, and 1936, which, with the accompanying 
report, was ordered to lie on the table and be printed. 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIAL 
The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the peti

tion of Mr. and Mrs. J.M. Hutcheson, of Huntington, W.Va., 
praying for the prompt adoption of the general legislative 
objectives of the President of the United States, which was 
ordered to lie on the table. 

Mr. WALSH presented a resolution adopted by the United 
Shoe \Vorkers of America, C. I. 0., in the State of Massa
chusetts, urging the enactment of Senate Joint Resolution 
176, favoring the employment by the Works Progress Admin
istration of persons unable to find employment in private 
industry, which was referred to the Committee on Educa
tion and Labor. 

Mr. TYDINGS presented a resolution adopted at Denton, 
Md., by women members of the Church of the Brethren of 
the Eastern District of Maryland, favoring the enactment of 
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legislation to prohibit the export of implements of war 
from the United States in peacetime as well as in time of 
war, which was ·referred to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

Mr. LODGE presented a petition of sundry citizens of 
Dorchester, Mass., praying for the enactment of legislation 
to abolish the Federal Reserve System as at present consti
tuted, and also praying that Congress exercise its constitu
tional right to coin money and regulate the value thereof, 
which was referred to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

Mr. WIITTE, from the Committee on Commerce, submitted 
a report <No. 1079) to accompany the bill (S. 1273) to adopt 
regulations for preventing collisions at sea, heretofore re
ported by him from that committee with an amendment. 

Mr. GEORGE, from the Committee on Finance, to which 
was referred the bill <H. R. 7741) to amend the Adjusted 
Compensation Payment Act, 1936, to provide for the escheat 
to the United States of certain amounts, reported it with
out amendment and submitted a report <No. 1080) the eon. 

Mr. KING, from the Committee on Finance, to whicn was 
referred the joint resolution (H. J. Res. 288) to permit ar
ticles imported from foreign countries for the purpose of 
exhibition at the New York World's Fair, 1939, New York City, 
N. Y., to be admitted without payment of tariff, and for 
other purposes, reported it without amendment and sub
mitted a report (No. 1082) thereon. 

Mr. WALSH, from the Committee on Finance, to which 
was referred the bill <H. R. 4543) to amend the Tariff Act of 
1930 to exempt vessels arriving for the purpose of taking on 
ship's stores and certain sea stores from the requirement of 
formal entry, reported it without amendment and submitted 
a report <No. 1083) thereon. 

Mr. GUFFEY, from the Committee on Finance, to which 
was referred the bill <H. R. 7949) to exempt State liquor
dispensing systems from the requirement of keeping certain 
records and rendering transcripts and summaries of entries 
With respect to distilled spirits, reported it without amend
ment and submitted a report <No. 1084) thereon. 

Mr. WAGNER, from the Committee on Banking and 
Currency, to which was referred the bill <H. R. 8025) to 

. amend section 3528 of the Revised Statutes relating to the 
purchase of metal for minor coins of the United States, re
ported it without amendment. 

Mr. SCHWARTZ, from the Committee on Claims, to which 
were referred the folloWing bills, reported them severally 
Without amendment and submitted reports thereon: 

H. R. 854. A bill for the relief of Robert Coates (Rept. No. 
1085); 

H. R. 2740. A bill for the relief of John N. Brooks (Rept. 
No. 1086); 

H. R. 3058. A bill for the relief of former employees of the 
Federal Subsistence Homesteads Corporation (Rept. No. 
1087); and 

H. R. 4526. A bill for the relief of Lake Spence (Rept. No. 
1088). . 

Mr. SCHWARTZ also, from the Committee on Claims, to 
which was referred the bill <S. 2644) for the relief of Sherm 
Sletholm, Loneata Sletholm, Lulu Yates, Madeline Yates, 
and the estate of Ella A. Morris, reported it with an amend
ment and submitted a report <No. 1089) thereon. 

Mr. LOGAN, from the Committee on Claims, to which 
was referred the bill (H. R. 3426) for the relief of Rose 
McGirr, reported it without amendment and submitted a 
report <No. 1090) thereon. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred 
the bill (H. R. 615) for the relief of Margaret Voorhees, a 
minor, reported it with an amendment and submitted a 
report <No. 1091) thereon. 

He also, from the Committee on the Judiciary, to which 
was referred the bill <S. 1816) to amend section 77 of the 
Judicial Code, as amended, to create a Brunswick division 
in the southern district of Georgia! with terms of court to 

be held at Brunswick, reported it without amendment and 
submitted a report <No. 1120) thereon. 

Mr. HUGHES, from the Committee on Claims, to which 
wel'e referred the following bills, reported them each with
out amendment and submitted reports thereon: 

H. R. 1375. A bill for the relief of Wayne M. Cotner (Rept. 
No. 1092) ; and 

H. R. 4156. A bill for the relief of George R. Brown <Rept. 
No. 1093). 

Mr. HUGHES also, from the Committee on the Judiciary, 
to which was referred the bill <H. R. 5963) providing for 
the establishment of a term of the District Court of the 
United States for the Northern District of New York at 
Malone, N. Y., reported it without amendment and sub
mitted a report <No. 1122) thereon. 

Mr. ELLENDE.R, from the Committee on Claims, to which 
were referred the following bills, reported them each with
out amendment and submitted reports thereon: 

H. R.1869. A bill for the relief of J. Roy Workman, Ade
laide W. Workman, and J. Roy Workman, Jr., a minor 
<.Rept. No. 1094); and 

H. R. 3987. A bill for the relief of the estate of Col. C. J. 
Bartlett, United States Army (.Rept. No. 1095). 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH, from the Committee on Claims, 
to which were referred the following bills, reported them 
severally without amendment and submitted reports 
thereon: 

S. 2866. A bill for the relief of Vincent Ford (Rept. No. 
1096); 

H. R.1207. A bill conferring jurisdiction upon the United 
States District Court for the Middle District of Georgia to 
hear, determine, and render judgment upon the claims of 
the estates of Marshall Campbell and Raymond O'Neal 
(Rept. No. 1097) : 

H. R. 1734. A bill for the relief of Sam Romack (Rept. 
No. 1098) ; and 

H. R. 6059. A bill for the relief of Edith Jordan CRept. 
No. 1099). 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH also, from the Committee on 
Claims, to which was referred the bill <S. 283) for the relief 
of Mrs. J. H. McClary, reported it with an amendment and 
submitted a report <No. 1100) thereon. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred 
the bill (S. 2699) for the relief of Max D. Ordmann, reported 
it with amendments and submitted a report <No. 1101) 
thereon. 

Mr. CAPPER, from the Committee on Claims, to which were 
referred the following bills, reported them severally without 
amendment and submitted reports thereon: 

H. R. 420. A bill for the relief of Marjorie L. Baxter CRept. 
No. 1102); 

H. R. 1355. A bill for the relief of Lawrence E. Thomas 
<Rept. No. 1103); . 

H. R. 1794. A bill for the relief of the estate of Marcellino 
. M. Gilmette CRept. No. 1104) ; 

H. R. 3503. A bill for the relief of George 0. Claypool 
CRept. No. 1105) ; 

H. R. 3745. A bill for .the relief of w. H. Lenneville (Rept. 
No. 1106) ; and 

H. R. 3750. A bill for the relief of Jack C. Allen <Rept. No. 
1107). 

Mr. BURKE, from the Committee on Claims, to which were 
referred the following bills, reported them severally without 
amendment and submitted reports thereon: 

H. R. 1767. A bill for the relief of the Rowesville Oil Co. 
<Rept. No. 1108) ; 

H. R. 1770. A bill for the relief of the Farmers' Storage & 
Fertilizer Co., of Aiken, S. C. (Rept. No. 1109) ; 

H. R. 1915. A bill for the relief of Charles Tabit (Rept. No. 
1110); 

H. R. 2488. A bill for the relief of A. H. Sphar <Rept. No. 
1111); and 

H. R. 3395. A bill for the relief of J. H. Knott (Rept. No. 
1112). 
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Mr. BROWN of Michigan, from the Committee on Claims, 

to which were referred the following bills, reported them sev
erally without amendment and submitted reports thereon: 

H. R. 886. A bill for the relief of Guideo Biscaro, Giovanni 
Polin, Spironello Antonio, Arturo Bettio, Carlo Biscaro, and 
Antonio Vannin <Rept. No. 1113); 

H. R. 1690. A bill for the relief of Ralph Reisler <Rept. No. 
1114); 

H. R. 5229. A bill for the relief of Carson Bradford (Rept. 
No. 1115) ; and 

H. R. 5622. A bill for the relief of J\.iarian Malik <Rept. No. 
1116). 

Mr. BROWN. of Michigan also, from the Committee on 
Claims, to which was refened the bill <S. 1346) for the relief 
of Stillwell Bros., Inc., reported it with an amendment and 
submitted a report <No. 1117) thereon. 

Mr. TYDINGS, from the Committee on Territories and In
sular Affairs, to which were referred the following bills, re
ported them each without amendment and submitted reports 
thereon: 

H. R. 5859. A bill authorizing the Territory of Alaska to . 
transfer a certain tract of land to Sitka Cold Storage Co., a 
corporation <Rept. No. 1118); and 

H. R. 7727. A bill to authorize the administration of oaths 
by the chief clerk and the assistant chief clerk of the office 
of the United States High Commissioner to the Philippine 
Islands, and for other purposes (Rept. No. 1081>. 

Mr. DIETERICH, from the Committee on the Judiciary, 
to which was referred the joint resolution <H. J. Res. 284) 
authorizing the President of the United States of America 
to proclaim the 13th day of April of each year Thomas Jef
ferson's Birthday, reported it without amendment and sub
mitted a report <No. 1119) thereon. 

Mr. McGILL, from the Committee on the Judiciary, to 
which was referred the bill <S. 483) to provide for the con
fiscation of firearms in possession of persons convicted of 
felony and disposition thereof, reported it without amend
ment and submitted a report <No. 1121) thereon. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma, from the Committee on Indian 
Affairs, to which was referred the bill (S. 2253) conferring 
jurisdiction upon the Court of Claims to hear, examine, ad
judicate, and render final judgment on any and all claims of 
whatsoever nature which the Indians of the Fort Hall Indian 

· Reservation, in the State of Idaho, or any tribe, band, or 
group having members living thereon, may have against the 
United states, and for other purposes, reported it with 
amendments and submitted a report <No. 1123) thereon. 

Mr. STEIWER, from the Committee on Indian Affairs, to 
which were · referred the following bills, reported them each 
with an amendment and submitted reports thereon: 

S. 2053. A bill authorizing the establishment of a revolving 
loan fund for the Klamath Indians of Oregon, and for other 
purposes (Rept. No. 1124) ; and 

S. 2054. A bill establishing per-diem payments in lieu of 
compensation and expenses for members of Klamath busi
ness committee and official Klamath delegates to Washing
ton <Rept. No. 1125). 

Mr. SHEPPARD, from the Committee on Military A1fairs, 
to which was referred the bill (8. 2594) authorizing the 
President of the United States to summon Sam Alexander 
before an Army retiring board, and for other purposes, re
ported it without amendment and submitted a report <No. 
1126) thereon. 

REPORT ON TAX EVASION AND AVOIDANCE 
Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, pursuant to section 2 of 

Public Resolution No. 40 of the present Congress, I have the 
honor to submit a report from the Joint Committee on Tax 
Evasion and A voidance. This report is quite voluminous. 
I may say that.it is being presented to the House of Repre
sentatives today, and the Committee on Ways and Means of 
that body will take up immediately the report, with a bill, 
for consideration, expecting to pass the proposed legislation 
before the close of the present session of Congress. Of 
course, the Committee on Finance will seek immediately to 

take up the bill after it shall have passed the House. I am 
going to ask unanimous consent that the report be printed 
in the body of the CONGRESSIONAL -RECORD, SO that all may 
read it, and that it be referred to the Committee on Finance. 

There being no objecticn, the report was referred to the 
Committee on Finance and ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

LETl'ER OF SUBM1TTAL 
JoiNT CoMMITTEE oN TAX EvAsioN AND AvoiDANCE, 

Washington, August 5, 1937. 
The PRESIDENT OF THE SENATE. 

Sm: Pursuant to section 2 of Public Resolution No. 40, Seventy
fifth Congress, I have the honor to submit a report by the Joint 
Committee on Tax Evasion and Avoidance. 

Yours respectfully, 
R. L. DauGHTON, 

Chairman, Joint Committee on Tax Evasion and Avoidance. 
REPORT OF THE JOINT COMMITTEE ON TAX EVASION AND AVOIDANCE 
To the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 

America in Congress assembled: 
FOREWORD 

On June 1, 1937, the President of the United States transmitted 
the following message to the Congress: 
To tAe Congress of the United States: , 

A cond.ition has been developing during the past few months so 
serious to the Nation that the Congress and the people are entitled 
to information about it. 

The Secretary of the Treasury has given me a report of a pre
liminary study of income-tax returns for the ~alendar year 1936. 
This report reveals efforts at avoidance and evasion of tax liability 
so widespread and so amazing both in their boldness and their 
ingenuity that further action without delay seems imperative. 

We face a challenge to the power of the Government to collect, 
uniformly, fairly, and without discrimination, taxes based on stat
utes adopted by the Congress. 

Mr. Justice Holmes said, "Taxes are what we pay for civilized 
society." Too many inctividuals, however, want the civilization at 
a discount. 

Methods of escape or intended escape !rom tax liability are 
many. Some are instances of avoidance which appear to have the 
color of legality; others are on the border line of legality; others 
are plainly contrary even to the letter of the law. 

All are alike in that they are definitely contrary to the spirit 
of the law. All are alike in that they represent a determined 
effort on the part of those who use them to dodge the payment 
of taxes which Congress based on ability to pay. All are alike 
in that failure to pay results in shifting the tax load to the shoul
ders of others less able to pay, and in mulcting the Treasury of 
the Government's just due. 

I commend to your attention the following letter from the Sec· 
retary of the Treasury: 

THE SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY, 
Washington, May 29, 1937. 

MY DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: As you know, the Treasury was surprised 
and disturbed by the failure of the receipts from the income tax on 
March 15 to measure up to the Budget estimates. Therefore, we 
undertook an immediate investigation. Only a preliminary re
port can be made at this time, because the complete investigation 
covering all the income-tax returns filed will requ.ire the balance 
of this year. Furthermore, since many of the returns of large 
manufacturing corporations have not yet been filed, the present 
report is confined almost wholly to data disclosed by the indi· 
vidual tax returns. 

But even this preliminary report discloses conditions so serious 
that immediate action is called for. More than the usual exam
ination and audit by the Treasury are needed. It seems clear that 
if tax evasion and tax avoidance can be promptly stopped through 
legislation and regulations resulting from a special investigation a 
very large portion of the defici~ncy in revenues will be restored 
to the Treasury. 

I herewith enumerate some of the principal devices now being 
employed by taxpayers with large incomes for the purpose of de
feating the income taxes which would normally be payable by 
them. As we continue our preliminary examination other de· 
vices are being disclosed. 
1. THE DEVICE OF EVADING TAXES BY SETTING OF FOREIGN PERSONAL 

HOLDING CORPORATIONS IN THE BAHAMAS, PANAMA, NEWFOUNDLAND, 
AND OTHEB PLACES WHERE TAXES ARE LOW AND CORPORATION LAWS 
LAX 
Americans have formed 64 such companies in the Bahamas alone 

in 1935 and 1936, and 22 more were organized by Americans in 
the Bahamas during the past 2 months. Panama and New
foundland seein to be even more fertile territory, since their cor
poration laws make it more difil.cult to ascertain who the actual 
stockholders are. Moreover, the stockholders have resorted to all 
manner of devices to prevent the acquisition of information 
regarding their companies. The companies are frequently or
ganized through foreign lawyers, with dummy incorporators and 
dummy directors, so that the names of the real parties in interest 
do not appear. 

One American citizen with a $3,000,000 Bahamas corporation has 
apparently attempted to prevent the Bureau of Internal Revenue 
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from catching up with him by filing hJs individual tax returns 
in successive years from towns in New Brunswick, British Colum
bia, and Jamaica. 

Another individual believes that he has been so successful in 
removing his assets from the United States to the Bahamas that 
he is defying the Treasury to collect a tax upon a $250,000 fee 
he has received; and by way of insult, he has offered to compro
mise his admitted tax liability of $33,000 for past years by a 
payment of $1,700. 

Still another individual showed a large net loss on his personal 
return for 1936. In considerable part the loss was due to the 
large deduction he claims for interest on a loan made to him by 
his personal holding company. But the man in question is no 
object of charity, for his personal holding company, organized 
in Canada, had an income· of over $1,500,000 from American divi
dends in 1936, though it has not yet filed a return. 

Perhaps the most flagrant case of this character is that of a 
retired American Army ofiicer with a large income from valuable 
American securities which he desires to sell at a very large profit. 
To escape our income- and inheritance-tax laws, he used the de
vice of becoming a naturalized Canadian citizen, and 6 days later 
organized four Bahamas corporations to hold his securities. He 
and his lawyers apparently think that he can now sell his securi
ties free from any taxes on his profits, since there are no income 
taxes in the Bahamas, and that he has adroitly escaped American 
taxes. 

2, THE DEVICE OF FOREIGN INSURANCE COMPANIES 

Two New York insurance agents have caused the organization of 
insurance companies in the Bahamas with a view to enabling 
taxpayers to secure spurious deductions for interest through an 
ingenious scheme for the issuance of life-insurance pollcles. 
Americans who went into the scheme purported to pay a large 
single premium for their policies, but immediately borrowed back 
practically the entire sum. Under the plan the· so-called policy
holders sought to obtain a large deduction for interest on this 
loan, although the fact was that no interest was really paid. By 
this means five prominent Americans sought to evade nearly 
$550,000 in income taxes in the years 1932 to 1936. This fraud was 
discovered by the Treasury's investigators and all of the tax
payers have now submitted offers to pay the full amount of taxes 
evaded, plus interest. Until our investigation is completed, we do 
not know how many similar companies may have been organized in 
other countries, and utilized by our citizens; nor do we yet know 
whether this newly invented type of fraud hll:5 other ramifications. 

3. THE DEVICE OF DOMESTIC PERSONAL HOLDING COMPANIES 

The rates of tax applicable to personal holding companies were 
reduced in 1936 at the time of the enactment of the undistrib
uted-profits tax. It was believed at that time that the combined 
rates of the two taxes would be sufficient to insure the distribu
tion of the entire incomes of these companies, and the consequent 
imposition of surtaxes upon their owners. This expectation has 
not been rea.l1zed. 

Thus, the single stockholder of one large personal holding com .. 
pany saved himself $322,000 by causing his company to distribute 
none of its income to him. 

In another case, a man and his wife saved $791,000 through the 
use of personal holding companies in 1936. 

In a third case, the personal holding company reported over 
$500,000 of net income but the total taxes paid by the two 
stockholders, husband and wife, were less than $60,000, due prin
cipally to credits for payments on indebtedness the holding com
pany prudently incurred in accumulating properties for its owners. 
If the personal holding company had not been in existence, the 
stockholders would have paid over $200,000 additional income 
taxes. 

Another favorite device 1s to organize a considerable number of 
personal holding companies, not only for the sake of reducing 
the tax but of increasing the Treasury's difiiculties in auditing 
tra.nsactions between companies. At last accounts one man had 
caused to be set up some 96 companies scattered all over the 
country. Two other individuals were utilizing 23 personal hold
ing companies. 

4. THE DEVICE OF INCORPORATING YACHTS AND COUNTRY ESTATES 

Many wealthy taxpayers today are dodging the express provi
sions of the law denying deductions for personal expenses by in
corporating their yachts or their country estates, turning over 
to the yacht or to the estate securities yielding an income just 
sufficient to pay the entire expenses of operation. Hundreds of 
thousands of dollars in income taxes are annually avoided in this 
way. 

Thus, one man's yacht 1s owned by his personal holding com
pany, along with $3,000,000 in securities. He rents the yacht from 
his company for a sum far less than the cost of upkeep, and the 
company uses 1ts income from the securities to pay the wages o:f 
the captain and crew, the expenses of operating the yacht, and 
an annual depreciation allowance. None of these items would be 
deductible if this individual owned the yacht persona.lly. 

A great many wealthy taxpayers are utilizing a similar ax
rangement for the operation of their country places and town 
houses. 

One man has placed his $5,000,000 city residence in such a 
corporation; another, his racing stable, whose losses last year 
were nearly $200,000. The tax savings he thus sought to obtain 
through the use of the holding company were $140,000. 

One wealthy woman has improved on the general plan of eva· 
sion by causing her personal holding company, which owns her 
country place, to employ her husband at a salary to manage it. 
She can thereby supply him with pocket money, and in effect 
claims a tax deduction for the . expense of maintaining him. 
5. THE DEVICE OF ARTIFICIAL DEDUCTIONS FOR INTEREST, LOSSES, ETC. 

Taxpayers are seeking greatly to reduce their personal income 
taxes by claiming deductions for interest on loans to them by 
their personal holding companies, or on loans to them by their 
family trusts. These transactions normally have no business pur· 
pose but are merely an artificial mea.ns of shifting income from 
one member of the family subject to high surtax rates to another 
me~ber of the family subject to lower rates. 

Thus, one woman claims a large annual deduction for interest 
on a loan made to her by her husband as trustee of a trust which 
she created for their children. The: mother thereby seeks to secure 
a deduction for her contribution to the children's support, and, 
since the trust 1s revocable by her husband, the parents still have 
the desired control over the property and its income. 

In the same category are losses deducted by taxpayers who 
claim that their racing stables or hobby farms were operated for 
profit, even though a profit is never realized. Thus, a prominent 
manufacturer seeks a deduction of over $125,000 against his in· 
come from his business on account of his losses in operating a 
chicken farm. 
6. THE DEVICE OF THE CREATION OF MULTIPLE TRUSTS FOR RELATIVES 

AND DEPENDENTS 

Splitting income two ways, between husband and wife, reduces 
income taxes and leaves the !amlly income intact. Splitting the 
family income many ways by means of many trusts, all for the same 
beneficiaries, may effect a much gr.eater saving, while leaving 
the money actually in the same hands. For the creator of the trust 
often constitutes himself or his wife as trustee, and thus retains 
full control over the investment and disposition of the fund itself 
and of its income. 

One thrifty taxpayer has formed 64 trusts for the benefit of four 
members of his immediate family, and thereby claims to have saved 
them over $485,000 in 1 year in taxes. 

Another thrifty pair have constituted 40 trusts for their relatives, 
and a prominent lawyer and his wife utllize 16 trusts for the same 
purpose. The first pair maintains numbered brokerage ac· 
counts, and only at the end of the year are the beneficial owners 
identified. In this way innumerable transactions are carried on, 
often between accounts, which do not actually affect the beneficial 
interests of their owners but which are designed solely to reduce 
tax liability. 

7. THE DEVICE OF HUSBAND AND WIFE OR FATHER AND CHILDREN 
PARTNERSHIPS 

The purpose of these partnerships, like the multiple trusts, is to 
split the family income artificially into two parts; or, if the chil-

• dren are taken in, into still smaller fractions. 
There are many instances of this kind; but to illustrate the 

point it is. suflicient to cite the case of a New York brokerage firm 
which late in 1935 admitted into partnership the four mL"lor 
children, two boys and two girls, of one of the partners. The tax 
saving he sought thereby in 1936 amounted to over $50,000. 

8. THE DEVICE OF PENSION TRUSTS 

For 10 years the revenue acts have sought to encourage pension 
trusts for aged employees by providing corporations with a special 
deduction on account of contributions thereto and exempting the 
trust itself from tax. Recently this exemption has been twisted 
into a means of tax avoidance by the creation of pension trusts 
which include as beneficiaries only small groups of officers and 
directors who are in the high-income brackets. In this fashion 
high-salaried ofiicers seek to provide themselves with generous re
tiring allowances, while at the same time the coYporation claims 
a deduction therefor, in the hope that the fund may accumulate 
income free from tax. 

Thus, in one case $43,000 is annually appropriated by the cor
poration to a pension trust for the benefit of tts two chief owners. 
One of the co-owners will retire at the age of 65 with a monthly 
pension of $1,725, and the other wlll retire at 60 with a monthly 
pension of $1,425. 

These eight types of tax avoidance are sufiicient to show that 
there is a well-defined purpose and practice on the part of some 
taxpayers to defeat the intent of Congress to tax incomes in 
accordance with ability to pay. In some cases the Bureau of 
Internal Revenue under existing law can establish a liability or, 
indeed, proceed on the ground of fraud; but many of these cases 
fall in the category of a legal though highly immoral avoidance of 
the intent of the law. It seems, therefore, that legislation should 
be passed at this session of the Congress in order to eliminate these 
loopholes which our preliminary investigation has proved, and that 
as a result of the further investigation this summer and autumn 
the next session of the Congress should finally close any further 
loopholes which may be discovered. 

In addition to these cases of moral fraud. there are three other 
major instances in which the law itself permits individuals and 
corporations to avoid their equitable share of the tax burden. 

1. PERCENTAGE DEPLETION 

This is perhaps the most glaring loophole in our present revenue 
law. Since 1928 large oil and mining corporations have been en
titled to deduct from 5 to 277'2 percent of their gross income as a.n 
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allowance for the depletion of their mines or wells, and the deduc
tion may be taken even though the cost of the property has been 
completely recovered. Thus, in 1936, one mining company de
ducted nearly $3,000,000 under this provision, although it had 
already completely recovered the cost of its property. The amount 
of the deduction was a sheer gift from the United States to this 
taxpayer and its stockholders, and the revenue that we lost thereby 
was $818,000. "Similar annual losses of revenue in the cases of a 
few other typical companies are $584,000, $557,000, $512,000, $272,000, 
$267,000, $202,000, and $152,000. The estimated annual loss of 
revenue due to this source alone is about $75,000,000. I recom
mended in 1933 that this provision be eliminated, but nothing was 
done at that time; and it has since remained unchanged. 
2. THE DIVISION OF INCOME BETWEEN HUSBAND AND WIFE IN THB 

EIGHT COMMUNITY-PROPERTY STATES 

This is another major cause of revenue loss, which is unjusti
fiable because obtained at the expense of taxpayers in the 40 States 
which do not have community-property laws. A New York rest
dent with a salary of $100,000 pays about $32,525 Federal income 
tax; a Californian with the same salary may cause one-half to be 
reported by his wife and the Federal income taxes payable by the 
two will be only $18,626. The total loss of revenue due to this 
·unjustifiable discrimination against the residents of 40 States runs 
into the millions. 

3. TAXATION OF NONRESIDENT ALIENS 

The 1936 act eliminated the requirement that a nonresident alien 
(without United States office or business) should file a. return; 
fixed the withholding rate for individuals at 10 percent; and freed 
the nonresident alien from taxation on American capital gains. 
Since the total Federal tax upon a citizen or resident amounts to 
10 percent of his total net income at about $25,000 (in the case of 
a married individual with no dependents), the withholding rate 
has proved in practice to be too low as applied to wealthy non
resident alien individuals. There are a number of cases of non
resident aliens with large incomes from American trusts or with 
large American investments whose taxes have been cut to one
third or one-fifth of what they paid under the prior act. 

Thus, one American woman who married an Englishman had an 
income from this country in 1935 of nearly $300,000. Her tax for 
1936 will, therefore, be approximately $30,000 as against over 
$160,000 under the prior law. 

Another American woman who married a Frenchman has an in
come of over $150,000 from American trusts, on which she paid a 
tax of about $55,000 in 1935. Her tax is reduced to about $15,000 
by the 1936 law. Although the tightening of the withholding 
provisions in 1936 will tend to insure more re:venue from non
resident aliens in the lower-income brackets, the present taxing 
provisions are not satisfactory as applied to nonresident aliens with 
incomes in the higher brackets. 

The problem of tax avoidance is not new. The Congress devoted 
particular attention to it in 1933 and 1934, and, by legislation • 
effectively put a stop to many evasive devices discovered then as 
having been in use. The practices outlined above can and should 
be stopped in the same way. 

In conclusion, I have two observations to make from the evi
dence before me. In the first place, the instances I have given 
above are disclosed by a quick check of comparatively few individ
ual returns. As I have said before, most of the large corpora
tion returns have not yet been filed. The general audit of 1936 
returns is just beginning. Nevertheless, it is likely that the cases 
I have digested above are symptomatic of a l~rge number of others, 
which wm be disclosed by the usual careful audit. 

In the second place, the ordinary salaried man and the small 
merchant does not resort to these or similar devices. The great 
bulk of our 5,500,000 returns are honestly made. Legalized avoid
ance or evasion by the so-called leaders of the business com
munity is not only demoralizing to the revenues; it is demoraliz
ing to those· who practice it as well. It throws an additional 
burden of taxation upon the other members of the community 
who are less able to bear it, and who are already cheerfully bear
ing their fair share. The success of our revenue system depends 
equally upon fair administration by the Treasury, and upon com
pletely honest returns by the taxpayer. 

The disclosures are so serious that I recommend that authority 
be given to the Treasury Department with an adequate approprla
tion in order that a complete and immediate investigation may 
be conducted. The cost of such an lnvestigation w1ll be returned 
many times over to the Treasury of the United States. 

Faithfully, 
HENRY MoRGENTHAU, Jr. 

The PRESIDENT, 
The White House. 

A feeling of indignation on reading this letter w111, I am con
fident, be yours, as it was mine. 

What the facts set forth mean to me is that we have reached 
another major difficulty in the maintenance of the normal proc
esses of our Government. We are trying harder than ever before 
to relieve suffering and want, to protect the weak, to curb avarice, 
to prevent booms and depressions, and to balance the Budget. 
Taxation necessary to these ends is the foundation of sound gov
ernment al finance. When our legitimate revenues are attacked, 
the whole structure of our Government is attacked. "Clever little 
schemes" are not adinirable when they undermine the founda
tions of society. 

The three great branches of the Government have a Joint con
cern in this situation. First, it is the duty of the Congress to 
remove new loopholes devised by attorneys for clients willing to 
take an unethical advantage of society and their own Govern
ment. Second, it is the duty of the executive branch of the Gov
ernment to collect taxes, to investigate fully all questionable cases, 
to prosecute where wrong has been done, and to make recommen
dations for closing loopholes. Third, it ts the duty of the courts 
to give full consideration to the intent of the Congress in passing 
tax laws and to give full consideration to all evidence which 
points to an objective of evasion on the part of the taxpayer. 

Very definitely, the issue immediately before us is the single 
one relating to the evasion or unethical avoidance of existing laws. 
That should be kept clearly in mind by the Congress and the 
public. Already efforts to befog this issue appear. Already cer
tain newspaper publishers are seeking to make it appear, first, that 
1! an individual can devise unanticipated methods to avoid taxes 
which the Congress intended him to pay, he is doing nothing 
unpatriotic or unethical; and, second, that because certain in
dividuals do not approve of high income-tax brackets, or the 
undistributed-earnings tax, or the capital-gains tax, the first 
duty of the Congress should be the repeal or reduction of those 
taxes. In other words, not one but many red herrings are in 
preparation. 

But it seexns to me that the first duty of the Congress is to 
empower the Government to stop these evil practices, and that 
legislation to this end should not be confused with legislation to 
revise tax schedules. That is a wholly different subject. 

In regard to that subject, I have already suggested to the Con
gress that at this session there should be no new taxes and no 
changes of rates. And I have indicated to the Congress that the 
Treasury w111 be prepared by next November to present to the 
appropriate committees information on the basis of which the 
Congress may, 1! it chooses, undertake revisions of the tax 
structure. 

The long-term problem of tax ~olicy is wholly separate from 
the immediate problem of glaring evasion and avoidance of exist
ing law. 

In this immediate problem the decency of American morals 1a 
involved. 

The example of successful tax dodging by a minority of very 
rich individuals breeds efforts by other people to dodge other laws 
as well as tax laws. 

It is also a matter of deep regret to know that lawyers of high 
standing at the bar not only have advised and are advising their 
clients to utilize tax-avoidance devices, but are actively using these 
devices in their own personal affairs. We hear too often from 
lawyers, as well as from their clients, the sentiment, "It is all 
right to do it if you can get away with it." 

I am confident that the Congress will wish to enact legislation 
at this session specifically and exclusively aimed at making the 
present tax structure evasion-proof. 

I am confident also that the Congress will give to the Treasury 
all authority necessary to expand and complete the present pre
liminary investigation, including, of course, full authority to 
summon witnesses and compel their testimony. The ramifications 
and the geographical scope of a complete investigation make it 
necessary to utll1ze every power of Government which can con .. 
tribute to the end desired. 

F'RANKLIN D. RoOSEVELT. 
THE WHITE HousE, June 1, 1937. 
In order promptly to consider and investigate the matters 

brought to the attention of the Congress by the above message, a 
joint resolution was introduced providing for the creation of a 
Joint Committee on Tax Evasion and Avoidance. This joint reso
lution became law on June 11, 1937. It provided for a joint com
mittee to be composed of six Members of the Senate who are mem
bers of the Committee on Finance, and six Members of the House 
of Representatives who are members of the Committee on Ways 
and Means. The requisite powers were given the joint committee 
to hold hearings, to examine documents, and to take testimony. 
Power was also given the joint committee to examine income-tax 
returns and related matters. Section 2 of the joint resolution 
referred to makes it the duty or the joint committee "to investi
gate the methods of evasion and avoidance of income, estate, and 
gift taxes, pointed out in the message of the President trans
mitted to Congress on June 1, 1937, and other methods of tax 
evasion and avoidance, and to report to the Senate and the House, 
at the earliest practicable date, and from time to time thereafter, 
but not later than February 1, 1938, its recommendation as to 
remedies for the evils disclosed by such investigation." 

The joint committee having considered the subject matter sub
mitted to it submits the following report: 

The committee has held public hearings, beginning on June 17, 
1937. Since that date it has been almost continuously engaged 
in holding such hearings, or in considering the subject of tax 
evasion and avoidance in executive session. Because of lack o! 
time, the committee has confined itself for the present to those 
subjects which may be directly classified under the head of 
evasion or avoidance, leaving out of account subjects such as 
community property or percentage depletion which will receive 

· further consideration by the joint committee. 
The committee, as a result of its investigations, believe it 18 

imperative at this time that legislation should be enacted in re
gard to the following subjects, with respect to which it has beeJl 
shown that certain serious loopholes exist: 

• 
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1. Domestic personal holding companies. 
2. Incorporated yachts, country estates, etc. 
3. Incorporated talents. 
4. Artificial deductions for losses from sales or exchanges of 

property. 
5. Artificial deductions for interest and business expense. 
6. Multiple trusts. 
7. Foreign personal holding companies. 
8. Nonresident aliens. 
Detailed recommendations are made on these subjects in the 

body of this report. The coil'lm.ittee has examined the problem 
of certain alleged tax-saving devices based on single premium 
life insurance policies issued by fake foreign insurance companies. 
The committee believes the existing law is adequate to reach these 
cases. The subject of pension trusts has been passed over for the 
present, because it does not appear to have resulted in much loss 
of revenue to date. However, this matter will be reported on 
later. 

The printed record of the public hearings held by the committee 
amply sustains the statements made by the President of the 
United States in his message. The committee strongly urges that 
legislation along the lines recommended be enacted at the earliest 
possible moment in order to protect the revenue, and in order 
that all may bear their fair share of the tax burden. The detailed 
recommendations of the committee follow. 

1. DOMESTIC PERSONAL HOLDING COMPANIES 

The problem of the personal holding company has been one re
quiring the continued attention of the Congress beginning with 
the Revenue Act of 1913. All of the earlier revenue acts as well 
as the existing law contain provisions imposing additional taxes 
upon corporations organized or availed of for the purpose of pre
venting the imposition of the surtax upon the shareholders 
thereof. These provisions have proved difficult of enforcement due 
to the fact that it is necessary to prove a purpose to avoid the 
imposition of the surtax upon the shareholders. 

In the Revenue Act of 1934 a limited class of companies, known 
as personal holding comp_anies, were singled out for a special 
surtax on undistributed profits. Under that act, personal holding 
companies were defined as corporations, 80 percent of whose 
gross income for the taxable year was derived from royalties, divi
dends, interest, annuities, and gains from the sale of stock or 
securities, and whose stock to the extent of more than 50 percent 
in value was owned by not more than five individuals during the 
last half of the taxable year. In computing the number of in
dividuals who owned such majority stock the act counted as 
one all members of the family in the direct line, as well as the 
spouse and brothers and sisters. The provisions of the Revenue 
Act of 1934 were continued in section 351 of the Revenue Act of 
1936 with certain changes, the main change being in the rate 
structure. The advantage of this provision is that it is not neces
sary to prove a purpose to avoid surtaxes; if a corporation comes 
Within the definition, the surtax automatically applies. 

The provisions of section 351 have not entirely closed the loop
hole of accumulating surplus for the purpose of avoiding surtax. 
There are still a good many cases in which it is cheaper for an 
individual to accumulate income in a personal holding company, 
With no or very little distribution, than to cause a distribution 
of such income and pay surtaxes upon it. This is due mainly 
to the graduated rate schedule and the allowance of special cush
ions not granted to individuals or ordinary corporations. In an 
analysis of 4,457 personal holding companies' returns filed for 
the calendar year 1934 and the period from January to June 
1935, an aggregate personal holding company net income of $53,-
000,000 was shown. Of the number of personal holding company 
returns filed only 374, or less than 9 percent, show taxable income 
under the surtax provisions of section 351. These 374 returns 
show a taxable income of only $5,000,000, or less than 10 percent 
of the total net income of the personal holding company group, 
and the taxes paid amounted to only $1,695,000, or about 3 per
cent of their aggregate net income. The remaining 4,083 per
scnal holding companies paid no tax under section 351. How
ever, the Treasury has made the following estimate as to the 
revenue yield of the present section 351, when dividend distribu
tions are taken into account: 

Calendar-year liabilities 

1934 1935 

Personal holding company surtax_-------------------- $1,800,000 $3,000,000 
Estimated indivjdual income-tax liability from extra 

dividends paid by personal holding companies ______ 33,900,000 46,100,000 

Total estimated tax due to sec. 351_ _____________ 35,700, ()()() 49,100,000 

In order that individuals may not take advantage of these per
sonal holding company provisions so as to reduce their taxes the 
committee recommends the following changes in section 351 of 
existing law: 

1. It is recommended that the present deduction for taxes 1m· 
posed by section 102 or a corresponding section of a prior income
tax law be eliminated. This deduction is now allowed under sec
tion 351 (b) (3) (A). Under existing law a corporate taxpayer 
may be subject for 1 year to the provisions of section 102 imposing 

a surtax on corporations improperly accumulating surolus and for 
another year to the tax on personal holding companies. It seems 
contrary to public policy to permit the penalty tax imposed by sec
tion 102 on undistributed profits to be allowed as a deduction for 
the purpose of the tax under section 351. Since the tax under 
section 102 is computed upon undistributed profits for back years, 
it is believed that it should be paid out of accumulated earnings 
and profits rather than out of the current earnings and profits of 
the corporation for the taxable year. 

2. It is recommended that the unlimited deduction allowed under 
section 351 {b) (3) (B) for charitable and other like contributions 
be restricted so as not to exceed 15 percent of the net income of 
the corporation. Under existing law individuals are entitled to a 
deduction for charitable contributions only up to 15 percent of their 
companies should be treated more favorably than individuals in this 
net income, and the committee sees no reason why personal holding 
respect. However, the committee recommends the retention of the 
special provision inserted in section 351 (b) (3) (B) of the Revenue 
Act of 1936, which granted an unlimited deduction, in the case of 
a corporation organized prior to January 1, 1936, to take over the 
assets of the estate of a decedent, for amounts paid in liquidation 
of any liability of the corporation based upon the liability of the 
decedent to make a contribution or gift to charity, to the extent 
such liability of the decedent existed prior to January 1, 1934. The 
committee believes such retention is justified by the fact that this 
deduction will not inure to the benefit of any private individual. 

3. It is recommended that the unlimited deduction for losses 
from sales or exchanges of capital assets be omitted from section 
351. This deduction is contained in section 351 (b) (3) (C). 
Under existing law personal holding companies may deduct losses 
from the sale or exchange of capital assets without limitation for 
purposes of computing the surtax under section 351. If such 
losses were incurred by an individual, they would be allowablfl' 
under existing law only to the extent of $2,000, plus the gains from 
such sales or exchanges. In other words, an individual is less 
favored in this respect than a personal holding company. The 
effect of this elimination will be to prevent an individual, by 
transferring his income-producing investments to a personal hold
ing company, from obtaining the benefit of deducting capital net 
losses denied to him as an individual. 

4. It is also recommended that the 20-percent deduction al
lowed under section 351 (b) (2) (A) of eXisting law be eliminated. 
The existing law allows personal holding companies a special de
duction of 20 percent of the excess of the adjusted net income 
over the amount of dividends received from other personal holding 
companies. For example, if the adjusted net income of a personal 
holding company in excess of dividends received from other per
sonal holding companies is $20,000,000, 20 percent or one-fifth of 
this amount, namely, $4,000,000, may be accumulated Without the 
payment of any personal holding company surtax whatever. The 
committee sees no reason for continuing this discrimination 1n 
favor of personal holding companies. · 

5. The committee also recommends the elimination of the de
duction allowed personal holding companies for amounts used or 
set aside to retire indebtedness incurred prior to January 1, 1934. 
This deduction is contained in section 351 (b) (2) (B) of the 
Revenue Act of 1936. As a result of this deduction many personal 
holding companies have been able to escape the surtax under sec
tion 351 altogether. The committee is of the opinion that this 
special relief granted to personal holding corporations and denied 
to individuals should no longer be continued in the statute. 

In referring to the deductions for capital losses, for debt retire
ment, 9:nd the 20-percent exemption mentioned above, the Treas
ury estrmates that these three items alone resulted in a loss of 
revenue for the year 1936 of $9,237,000. 

6. In order for a corporation to be a personal holding company, 
one of the conditions imposed by existing law is that at least 80 
percent of its gross income for the taxable year must be derived 
from royalties, dividends, interest, annuities, and, except in the 
case of regular dealers in securities, gains upon the sale of stocks 
~r securities. The existing law excluded from this classification 
rents, mainly for the reason that it was not desired to interfere 
with bona fide and legitimate operating companies whose business 
consisted of the ownership and operation of office buildings, apart
ment houses, etc. However, it is believed that the entire exemp
tion of rents from this classification has permitted certain personal 
holding companies which are not bona-fide operating companies to 
escape their just share of the tax burden. To prevent certain 
holding companies which are not bona-fide operating companies 
from taking advantage of this exception and to protect legitimate 
operating companies, the committee recommends that rents be 
included for the purpose of this classification unless they consti
tute 50 percent or more of the gross income of the corporation. 
This will prevent a corporation from getting out of section 351 by 
investing just enough in rents, say, 21 percent, and still deriving 
the remainder of its income from dividends, interest, etc. On the 
other hand, it will protect the bona-fide real-estate corporation 
and other corporations renting property and deriving 50 percent 
or more of their gross income from rents. 

7. The next recommendation of the committee is to include in 
gross income, for the purpose of determining whether a corporation 
sh?uld be classified as a personal holding company, income re
ceived by a · corporation from an estate or trust, as well as gains 
from the sale or other disposition of any interest of the corporation 
in an estate or trust. It 1s possible that the · existing law might 
be circumvented by interposing trusts between the payer of the 
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Investment income and the personal holding· company. Under 
such circumstances it might be contended that the personal hold
ing company was not receiving income from dividends, interest, 
etc., but was receiving distributions as the beneficiary of the trust, 
and that such income lost its identity as interest, dividends, etc., 
in the hands of the corporate beneficiary. The committee, in 
order to overcome this contention, recohlmends that such income, 
including gains from the sale or other disposition of any interest 
of a corporation in an estate or trust, should be included in deter
mining whether the corporate beneficiary 1s a personal holding 
company. 

8. The next change suggested by the committee is purely a clari
fying one. In classifying the sources of income for the purpose of 
determining whether a corporation is a personal holding company 
the law includes gains from the sale of stocks or securities. It is 
believed that this provision should be amended so as to make it 
clear that such language also embraces the gains from the exchange 
of stocks and securities as well as gains from the sale of stocks and 
securities. 

9. In classifying the sources of income for the purpose of deter
mining whether a corporation is a personal holding company the 
committee also believes that there should be included gains from 
futures transactions in commodities on boards of trade, and ex
changes, with an exemption of gains on bona-fide hedging transa~
tions i~ the case of corporations engaged in good faith in producing, 
processmg, merchandising, or handling such commodities. In a case 
brought to the attention of the committee it was shown that a cor
poration had attempted to avoid this section by deriving 23 percent 
of its gross income from gains from speculations in commodities and 
still derive the remainder of its income, namely, 77 percent, from 
investment sources. The recommendation of the committee would 
remove this loophole. 

10. The committee recommends that section 351 be amended to 
provide that if in any taxable year the gross income derived from 
interest, dividends, etc., equals 80 percent or more of the total gross 
income of the personal holding company, the gross-income test 
under section 351 for subsequent years shall be 70 percent of such 
investment income, instead of 80 percent, until a year for which the 
stock-ownership test does not exist, or until for each of 3 consecu
tive years, such investment income falls below the 70-percent mark. 
The reason for this amendment is that it is believed that if a cor
poration once becomes a personal holding company it should stay 
in that class until there has been a sufiicient change in the sources 
of its gross income to warrant taking it out or until it ceases to 
satisfy the stock-ownership test. 

11. The committee also recommends that convertible securities be 
included for the purpose of determining whether the stock of a cor
poration is owned by five or less individuals. It appears that the 
real owners of certain of these incorporated pocketbooks may own 
bonds or debentures which contain provisions under which the obli
gations may be converted into stock. In such cases it might be 
possible for the stock to be held by more than five individuals and 
at the ~me time. J.:ave the inter~st of the real owner represented by 
convertible securities. It is believed that this existing loophole in 
section 351 should be closed in the manner recommended above and 
that the suggested provision should be applied in such manner as 
to produce the smallest possible number of individuals owning 
directly or indirectly more than 50 percent in value of the outstand
ing stock. 

12. A similar situation exists in the case of optioruJ. The record 
o~ership of the stock may be split up among more than five in
diViduals, but less than five individuals may have an option to 
acquire the stock at any time they desire. The committee believes 
that this situation should also be corrected by providing that in 
the case of an option to acquire stock such stock may be consid
ered as being owned exclusively by the holder of the option or the 
owner of the stock, and this rule likewise should be applied in 
such manner as to produce the smallest possible number of indi
viduals owning directly or indirectly more than 50 percent in value 
of the outstanding stock. 

13. The committee also recommends that in determining the 
ownership of stock by an individual there should be included the 
stock owned by a partner of such individual. Cases have been 
presented wherein five individuals may own 46 percent in value 

.of the stock of the corporation and a partner of one of these in
dividuals owns 5 percent. Under existing law, a corporation of 
this type would not be classed as a personal holding company. 
The committee believes the close business relationship existing 
between members of a partnership justifies adding partners to the 
class of individuals mentioned. 

14. The graduated rates of existing law open two 8ertous loop
holes. First, the fact that graduated rates are less severe than 
the graduated rates applicable to wealthy individuals enables such 
persons to effect substantial savings by use of the personal hold
ing-company device. Second, the graduated rates in the low 
brackets permit further saving through organization of multiple 
personal holding companies. The committee believes that the 
rates should be such as would encourage distribution in all cases. 
To overcome this tax advantage enjoyed through the formation 
of multiple personal holding companies, the committee recom
mends that the rates under existing law, whlch range from 8 
percent . on the first $2,000 up to 48 percent, be changed so as 
to provide a 65-percent rate upon the amount of the undis
tributed adjusted net income not in excess of $2,000 and 75 per
cent of the amount in excess of $2,000. No low minimum rate 
can be provided without enabling wealthy individuals to escape 

substantial taxes through the formation of multiple personal 
holding companies. 

2. INCORPORATION OF YACHTS, COUNTRY ESTATES, ETC. 

Increased use is being made of the device of incorporating 
yachts, city residences, country estates, etc., in order to avoid 
taxation of income at the rates prescribed in the higher individual 
surtax brackets or to obtain the benefit of deducting a.\i corpora
tion expenditures items not allowed to individuals, or both. The 
cases presented to the committee indicate that the plan in gen
eral consists of the transfer of the yacht or the real estate to a 
corporation for stock, or as paid-in surplus, or the yacht or 
real e_state is purchased with cash provided by the stockholders. 
Securities, producing sufll.cient income to absorb corporate ex
penditures, are then turned over to the corporation for stock or 
as paid-in surplus. To lend color to the· alleged business activity 
and to bring the corporation's gross income outside of the pro
visions of section 351 of the existing law, the corporation charges 
its principal stockholder some rent for the use of the yacht or 
real estate. The rent patd is usually much below the cost of the 
operation of the property and much below the amount which 
would be charged in an arm's length transaction. Since all ex
penses and losses of the corporation are claimed as deductions in 
computing ~he income of the corporation, a large part of the 
investment mcome is absorbed by expenses and losses incurred 
in the operation of the yacht or the real property. Since rents 
are not now included for the purpose of determining whether or 
not a corporation is a personal holding company, the taxpayer 
may also fix the amount of the rent for the yacht or real estate 
in an amount sufiicient to bring his other investment income be
low the 80-p~rcent test required under section 351 of existing law. 

• The committee finds no justificati9n for permitting such tax 
advantage to these self-incorporated individuals. It is, therefore, 
suggested that the definition of personal holding company be so 
framed as to include in the 80-percent test the full amount re
ceived as rent or other compensation for the use of property by 
a corporation from any individual (whether a shareholder or not) 
wh~, together with his family and partners owns (directly o~ 
indirectly) 25 percent or more in the value of the securities which 
constitute "outstanding stock." 

The committee also recommend that there should be disallowed 
as a deduction from gross Income, the expenses of operation and 
maintenance (including depreciation) of property owned or oper
rated by a personal holding company to the extent that expenses 
exceed the rent or other compensation for the use of such prop
erty, unless it is established to the satisfaction of the Com
missioner. 

(A) That the rent or other compensation received is the highest 
obtainable; 

(B) That the property was held in the course of business car
ried on bona fide for proftt; and 

(C) That there was reasonable expectation that the operation 
of the property would result in a profit, or that such property was 
necessary to the conduct of the business. 

To prevent a personal holding company from charging expenses 
1n excess of its income for the operation and maintenance of 
property, such as yachts, city residences, and country estates etc. 
against Its investment income, such expenses should be disa.riowed 
unless the corporation can meet the conditions outlined above. 
This has the_ effect ~ placing the personal holding company on 
the same basis, in th1S respect, as an individtlal who cannot offset 
his personal expenses against his income. If the corporation estab
lishes to the satisfaction of the commissioner that the second 
test is satisfied and that the property was necessary to the con
duct of such business, it will not be necessary to prove there was 
reasonable expectation that· the operation of the property would 
result in a profit, in order to obtain a full deduction. 

This provision would not apply to a farm or a racing stable oper
ated by the corporation itself where more than 20 percent of the 
gross income of such corporation came from such operations. 
This is because the corporation must first be a personal holding 
company before this provision will apply. Moreover, even if such 
a corporation is a personal holding company because more than 
80 percent of its income comes from investment sources, it will 
still have the opportunity of escaping this provision by estab
lishing that the property was held in the course of a bona-fide 
business carried on for profit and that such property was neces
sary for the conduct of the business. Even where an investment 
corporati?n ~ running a yacht, city residence, or country estate 
on the side, 1t is, nevertheless, recognized that certain property 
may be necessary for the conduct of its investment business such 
as typewriters, ofll.ce furniture, automobiles, and the like: Ex
penses attributable to such property would satisfy tlle third test. 

3. INCORPORATED TALENTS 

Cases presented to the committee showed that individuals organ
ized. corporations for the purpose of hiring out their personal 
serviCes _at .a substantial increase over the amount of compensation 
such prmc1pal stockholders contracted for with their corporations. 
Sine~ such corporations do not come within section 351 of the 
existmg law, the excess compensation retained by the corporation 1s 
taxed _at lower rates than would be applicable to such excess in
come m the hands of the individuals who performed the services. 
The committee believes this device constitutes a serious loophole in 
the existing law and recommends that the definition of "personal 
holdlng company" in section 351 of the existing law be amended 
so as to include, in applying the SO-percent test, the full amount 
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received by the corporation from contracts for personal services 
(including gain from the sale or other disposition thereof) of any 
individual (whether or not a shareholder), who, together with his 
family and partner, owns (directly or indirectly) 25 percent or 
more in value of the securities which constitute "outstanding 
stock." The definition of the term "contract for personal services" 
should include the condition that a party other than the personal 
corporation has the right to designate the individual who is to 
perform the services. Someone, for example, such as an actor or 
artist, with more or less unique talents, incorporates himself and 
draws a salary from the corporation. The corporation contracts 
out his service with a third party and the di!Ierence between the 
amount paid to the individual as salary and the amount received 
from the third party is accumulated by the corporation. 

Because of the condition in the contract for personal services 
that a party other than the corporation must have the right to 
designate the individual who is to perform the services, in order 
for this provision to apply, it would not apply to all cases where 
the corporation is hiring out its employees to third parties. Its 
application would be limited to cases in which such other party 
has the right under the contract to designate the individual who is 
to perform the service and where the individual so designated, with 
members of his family, own 25 percent or more in value of the 
securities which constitute "outstanding stock." 
4. ARTIFICIAL DEDUCTIONS FOR LOSSES FROM SALES OR EXCHANGES OF 

PROPERTY, SECTION 24 (a) (6) 

(a) There is a provision in existing law which denies losses in 
the case of sales or exchanges of property between members of a 
family or between a shareholder and a corporation in which such 
shareholder owns more than 50 percent in value of the outstanding 
stock. However, the existing law permits losses to be established 
through the sale or exchange of capital assets between a personal 
holding corporation and another corporation, even where both cor
porations are under common control, thereby permitting an ad
vantage to be taken of any adverse change in the market price 
without an actual transfer of the assets into other hands. To 
correct this situation the committee recommends that losses be 
diSallowed between two corporations if more than 50 percent in 
value of the outstanding stock of both is owned by the same indi
vidual (or members of his family) and if either one of the corpo
rations for the preceding taxa,ble year met the gross income test of 
a domestic personal holding company and during the last half of 
such taxable year met the stock ownership test of a domestic 
persona.! holding company, or either one of the corporations for the 
preceding ta.xa.ble year met the gross income test of a foreign per
sonal holding company and at any time during such year met the 
stock ownership test of a foreign personal holding company. 

(b) Under existing law los.ses on sales and exchanges between an 
individual and his partner's corporation are allowed as deductions 
even though the individual himself may own some stock in the 
corporation. Because of the close relationship existing between 
partners, your committee recommends that losses should be dis
allowed between an individual and his partner's corporation if such 
individual owns stock in such corporation. 

(c) The committee recommends that the existing law be clan
tied to confirm the Treasury's position that losses, for example, 
between a husband and his wife's corporation, or vice versa, 
whether or not he owns any stock in such corporation should not 
be deductible. 

(d) The committee also recommends that losses between the 
settlor of a trust and the fiduciary of any trust created by the 
settlor should be disallowed. It has been the practice even in the 
case of irrevocable trusts for settlers of the trusts to shuffi.e back 
and forth between themselves and the trustees securities to estab
llsb losses even though they retained practical control over the 
trust. 

(e) For the same reasons, the committee also recommends that 
losses should be disallowed between fiduciaries of any trusts 
created by a common settlor. 

(f) The committee also recommends that losses should be dis
a.llowed between a fiduciary of a trust and any beneficiary 
thereof. In some cases it has developed that the trustee has sold 
securities to the beneficiary at a loss. The trustee has then taken 
advanta£e of this loss to offset the gain from other securities 
which bas resulted to the drrect benefit of the beneficiary, not
withstanding the fact that he still retains the securities in his 
possession. 

(g) The committee also recommends that an individual own
ing stock in a corporation should be considered as owning, to the 
exclusion of any other individual, the stock owned by his partner 
for the purpose of denying losses from sales or exchanges of 
property. For instance, A may own 45 percent of the stock of a 
corporation and his partner .own 6 percent of that stock. Al
though together they own more than 50 percent of the stock of 
the corporation, the existing law would permit A to take a loss 
for the securities transferred to the corporation. The committee's 
recommendation would prevent the deduction of a loss in such a 
case. 

(h) The committee also recommends that section 24 (a) (6) 
of existing law be amended to include a provision similar to that 
contained in section 351 providing that the stock owned by a 
corporation, partnership, estate, or trust shall be considered as 
being owned proportionately by its shareholders, partners, or 
other beneficiaries. For example, A, who owns 45 percent of the 

. stock of corpor&tion X, may also own 50 percent ot the stock of 

corporation Y, which in turn owns 25 percent of the stock of 
corporation X. If you look through corporation Y, you find that 
A, through his ownership of stock in COflY.lration Y, really owns 
indirectly 12Y2 percent of the stock of corporation X, in addition 
to his direct ownership of 45 percent of stock in corporation X. 
Adding A's direct as well as his indirect ownership in corporation 
X together, we :find that he owns more than 51 percent of the 
stock of corporation X. Therefore, under the committee's rec
ommendation, A would not be allowed to deduct a loss on the 
sale or exchange of property to corporation X. 

5. ARTIFICIAL DEDUCTIONS FOR INTEREST AND BUSINESS EXPENSE 

The committee had presented to it certain cases wherein indi· 
viduals were indebted to each other or corporations were indebted 
to the principal stockholders. In fact, it was pointed out that 
personal holding companies were being utilized for the purpose 
of establishing artificial deductions. The sole stockholder (or a 
member of his family) of a personal holding corporation borrowed 
all or a major part of its annual net income and paid interest 
thereon. In such cases the debtor kept his books and tax returns 
on the accrual basis and claimed as deductions the accrued inter
est. On the other hand, the creditor who was entitled to such 
payments, if be were on the cash-receipts basis, would not be 
required to report for income-tax purposes the amount owing to 
him until actual receipt of the money. Under such circumstances 
the discharge of the debt may be postponed for an unreasonable 
length of time with the result that the Government is delayed 
in getting its tax and in many cases the payments fall in a year 
of no income, with the result that little or no tax is paid. The 
committee believes that such practices between individuals of a. 
family or between corporations under common control should be 
dealt with in such a manner as to encourage reasonably prompt 
discharge of such obligations. 

It is, therefore, recommended that in the case of a transaction 
between persons, who under section 24 (a) (6) are not permitted 
a deduction for loss from sale or exchange of property, where the 
debtor makes his return on the accrual basis and the creditor 
makes his return on the cash basis, deductions under section 
23 (a) (expenses) and under section 23 (b) (interest) accrued 
by the debtor within the taxable year but not paid within 2Y2 
months after the close of the taxable year should be disallowed. 

This proposal should serve to stimulate reasonably prompt pay
ment of such accrued expenses in order that the debtor may 
secure the allowance of the deduction. No hardship should re
sult from the requirement that the amount be paid within 2¥-z 
months after the close of the year of accrual, since expenses of 
this nature usually should be paid within that time in the ordi
nary course of business. While this restriction would be ap
plicable only to individuals and corporations in relationships 
covered by section 24 (a) (6), this class represents the worst 
offenders in the use of this loophole. 

6. MULTIPLE TRUSTS 

The committee has given careful consideration to the question 
of avoidance of taxes through the use of multiple trusts to accu
mulate income. It is recommended that in the case of all trusts 
for accumulation, the $1,000 exemption granted under existing 
law be repealed. This will prevent many of these trusts from 
escaping tax entirely. For example, if an individual forms 50 
trusts each of which has an income of $1,000 a year to be accu
mulated, under existing law no income tax is paid. Under the 
committee's proposal, the whole $50,000 would be subject to some 
tax. This may not be the best remedy for the situation, and this 
question will receive further consideration by the committee. It 
should be noted that the elimination of the $1,000 exemption 
would not affect trusts which diStribute their income, since such 
trusts are not taxable and the beneficiaries have the right to & 
personal exemption under existing law. 

7. FOREIGN PERSONAL HOLDING COMPANIES 

The testimony taken by the committee has shown that foreign 
personal holding companies are being utilized by citizens and 
residents of the United States as a device for tax-avoidance pur
poses. Income which otherwise would be subjected to the Federal 
income taxes is being diverted to, and accumulated by, such com
panies in order that the American shareholders may escape being 
taxed thereon. Because of the jurisdictional difficulties and the 
difficulties of collection of taxes involved in reaching these foreign 
entities, they present a distinct problem. While the provisions 
of sections 351 and 102 of the present law, which impose surtaxes 
on the undistributed profits of corporations, by their terms apply 
to foreign as well as to domestic corporations, it appears necessary 
for the protection of the revenue that a separate method of taxa
tion be provided for with respect to certain types of foreign per
sonal hold.ing companies. 

Although in most cases the foreign personal holding company is 
effectively beyond the jurisdiction of the United States, the share
holders of such corporation who are American citizens or residents 
are within such jurisdiction. Consequently it has been concluded 
by the committee that a method of handling this situation should 
be devised whereby the income of foreign personal holding com
panies might be taxed to the shareholders pro rata whether such 
income was actually diStributed to them or not. The fiscal au
thorities in other countries where income taxes are impqsed have 
been faced with a similar problem as to the taxation of foreign 
personal holding companies and Canada has now ·in effect a pro
ViSion which 1n principle accords With the committee's proposal • 
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The committee's recommendation in general 1s that the undis

tributed part of a foreign personal holding company's net income 
should be included in the gross income of the American citizen 
or resident, just as if such undistributed income had actually 
been distributed. Provision has been made so that such income 
would not be again subject to tax when actually distributed. 

This proposal recommends a. method of taxation which is a 
departure from any previously used with respect to corporate in
come. The committee feels, however, that this innovation is 
necessary to protect the revenue and prevent further use of one 
of the most glaring loopholes now existing. The proposal would 
a1fect only foreign corporations which are owned 50 percent or 
more by five American citizens or residents (including members 
o! their families) and which have the same type of investment 
income which makes a domestic corporation subject to tax as a. 
personal holding company. Real foreign operating companies or 
widely held holding companies are not included. However, it 
should be observed that a few foreign corporations, not subject 
to these recommendations in respect to foreign personal holding 
companies, may fall under section 102 or section 351. The com
mittee believes that the recommendation is not any more dra~tic 
than the situation requires. The detailed recommendations of 
the committee follow: 

1. The und!stributed adjusted net income o! the foreign per
sonal holding company for its entire taxable year should be in
cluded in the gross income of the American shareholders, (that is, 
United States citizens, resident aliens, resident estates or trusts, 
domestic partnerships, and domestic corporations) to the follow
ing extent: 

(A) If the corporation constitutes a. foreign personal holding 
company on the last day of its taxable year, then each American 
shareholder should include in his gross income the amount he 
would have received if the entire undistributed adjusted net in
come had been distributed by the corporation on such day; but 

(B) If the last day on which the corporation constitutes a 
foreign personal holding company falls within and not at the 
end of its taxable year, then only that proportion of the undis
tributed adjusted net income for the entire taxable year equal 
to the portion of the taxable year up to such last day should be 
included in their gross income by the American shareholders as 
though distributed by the corporation on such last day. 

In every case the American shareholder should include his 
distributive share of the undistributed adjusted net income of 
the corporation in his gross income for his taxable year in which 
or with which the taxable year of the corporation ends. 

2. The undistributed adjusted net income should be computed 
by deducting from the adjusted net income the dividends-paid 
credit allowed under section 27 of the Revenue Act of 1936, com
puted, however, without the benefit of subsection (b) thereof, 
which relates to the dividend carry-over. 

3. The adjusted net income should be computed by deducting 
from the net-income Federal income taxes paid or accrued under 
section 231 of the present law with respect to the taxable year. 

4. The net income of a. foreign personal holding company 
should be computed, not in the manner provided for in supple
ment "I" relating to foreign corporations, but in the same man
ner, and on the same basis, as the net income of a domestic cor
poration except that: 

(A) The gross income should include the distributive share of 
the undistributed adjusted net income of any other foreign per
sonal holding company in which the corporation owns stock. 
This provision is necessary in order to reach income being ac
cumulated by a chain of two or more foreign personal holding 
companies. 

(B) The deductions permitted under section 23 (d) (relating 
to taxes of a shareholder paid by a corporation) and section 
23 (p) (relating to pension trusts) should not apply. 

(C) Deductions for the maintenance and operation of yachts, 
residences, and country estates should be limited as proposed in 
respect to domestic personal holding companies. 

It should be noted that the e1fect of recommendation number 
4 would be to include in the net income of foreign personal hold
ing companies interest received by them on obligations of the 
United States. 

5. The entire undistributed adjusted net income of a foreign 
personal holding company for a taxable year with respect to 
which the American shareholders are required to return their 
distributive shares should be treated as paid-in surplus of the 
corporation. This rule is necessary to permit tax-free distribu
tion of amounts returned by the shareholders as constructive 
dividends. By treating such income as paid-in surplus the sub
sequent distribution is not made out of earnings and profits so 
as to constitute a. taxable dividend. Since the present law pro
vides that all distributions are made out of earnings and profits 
to the extent available, the recommended rule would operate to 
require the corporation to distribute all of its accumulated earn
ings before it can make a tax-free distribution to the share
holders of the undistributed adjusted net income previously in
cluded in their returns. 

6. The _American shareholders should not be allowed any credit 
against their Federal income taxes for foreign income taxes, if any, 
paid by the foreign personal holding company in respect to the 
undistributed adjusted net income returned by them. The allow
ance of such credit is not administratively feasible although it 
might seem equitable under the circumstances. However, it should 
be noted that in computing the net income of the corporation a. 

deduction for foreign taxes wlll be allowed to the same extent as in 
the case of a domestic corporation which claims no foreign tax 
credit. 

7. It is recommended that a foreign personal holding company 
be defined in substantially the same manner as a domestic personal 
holding company is defined in section 351 of the existing law, with 
the following changes: 

(A) Eliminate the exemption of banks, life-insurance companies, 
and surety companies, and provide that the five or less individuals 
must be American citizens or residents. 

(B) In the gross-income test: (1) Change the minimum require
ment to 60 percent; (2) do not limit gross income to gross income 
from sources within the United States; (3) include rents the same 
as proposed in the case of domestic personal holding companies; 
(4) include the same provisions with respect to incorporated yachts, 
country estates, etc., and incorporated talents as proposed in the 
case of domestic personal holding companies; (5) include income 
from estates or trusts and gains from the exchange of stock or 
securities the same as proposed in the case of domestic personal 
holding companies; (6) include gains from future transactions on 
boards of trade or commodity exchanges as proposed in the case of 
domestic personal holding companies; (7) include in the gross in
come of the corporation its pro-rata share of the undistributed net 
income of any other foreign personal holding company in which it 
holds stock; (8) provide that, if in any taxable year the gross in
come from the items mentioned equals 60 percent or more of the 
total gross income of the corporation, the gross-income test for 
subsequent years should be 50 percent until for each of 3 con
secutive years it falls below 50 percent, or the corporation ceases to 
qualify under the stock-ownership test. 

(C) In the stock-ownership test: (1) Include convertible securi
ties and options the same as proposed in the case of domestic 
personal holding companies; (2) provide that in determining owner
ship of stock owned by an individual stock owned by a. partner of 
such individual should be included; (3) make the test apply to any 
time during the taxable year. 

8. It is further recommended that a 7-year statute of limitations 
on assessment and collection without assessment be provided to 
apply where the American shareholder falls to include in his gross 
income llis distributive share of the undistributed adjusted net 
income of the corporation. 
OBTAINING INFORMATION RELATING TO FOREIGN PERSONAL HOLDING 

COMPANIES 

It is d1ffi.cult to secure complete information with respect to 
foreign personal holding companies formed by American citizens 
or residents due to the lack of e1fective jurisdiction over such 
companies. In order to make the new method of taxation in 
respect of foreign personal holding companies e1fective, it is neces
sary to give the Treasury the power to require certain informa
tion from American citizens, residents, and other American en
tities, with respect to the formation. organization, or reorganiza
tion of foreign corporations generally and also information as to 
the income, stock holdings, etc., of foreign corporations which are 
personal holding companies. It is the understanding of the com
mittee that under the authority contained in sections 51, 52, 142, 
and 187 of the Revenue Act of 1936 the Treasury will require each 
person filing income-tax returns to set forth his ownership of 
stock in foreign corporations. Additional statutory authority is 
believed necessary, and the committee makes the following recom
mendations: 

1. It is recommended that every person who, on or after the
enactment of the proposed act, is an officer or director of a for.., 
eign personal holding company and every American shareholder 
who owns 50 percent or more of its stock, directly or indirectly 
(including, in the case of an individual, the members of his fam
ily), should, under regulations prescribed by the Commissioner 
with the approval of the Secretary, and with respect to the period 
he holds such office, or retains such ownership, be required to file 
returns under oath monthly or at such other times as may be 
required by regulations, showing the name and address of each 
shareholder and class and number of shares held by each in such 
foreign personal holding company, together with any changes in 
stock holdings during such p9riod, and the name and address of 
each holder of a security convertible into stock of such company, 
which the Commissioner under regulations approved by the Sec
retary of the Treasury prescribes as necessary for carrying out 
the provisions of the proposed legislation. It is recommended 
that this information be required if the company would have 
been a foreign personal holding company for the preceding year 
or for the taxable year beginning in 1936, if the proposed act had 
then been in force and e1fect, or if such person has reason to 
believe it will be a foreign personal holding company at any time 
during the current taxable yea.r. 

2. It is recommended that criminal penalties be imposed for 
willful failure to file the statement required in the preceding 
paragraph of a fine of $2,000 or imprisonment for 1 year or both. 

3. It is recomm.ended that an American shareholder owning 5 
percent or more of the stock of a foreign personal holding com
pany be required to set forth in complete detail in his tax return 
the gross income, deductions and credits, net income, adjusted 
net income and undistributed adjusted net income of such com
pany. 

4. It is recommended that, under rules and regulations pre
scribed by the Commissioner with the approval of the Secretary, 
returns under oath be required to be filed by any persons who. 
after the enactment of the proposed act, aid, assist, counsel, or 
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advise in, or with respect to, the formation, organization, or re
organization of any foreign corporation, which returns should 
contain such information as the Commissioner with the approval 
of the Secretary by rules . and regulations prescribes as necessary 
for carrying out the provisions of the act. Such returns should 
be required to be filed monthly or at such other times as the 
Commissioner with the approval of the Secretary may by rules 
and regulations prescribe. This information is essential in order 
to ascertain those persons seeking to utilize the device of the 
foreign personal holding company. For obvious reasons, however, 
the requirement should not be limited to cases of foreign personal 
holding companies. 

5. It is recommended that, under rules and regulations pre
scribed by the Commissioner with the approval of the Secretary, 
a return under oath be required to be filed within 90 days after 
the enactment of the proposed act by every person who, since 
January 1, 1934, and prior to 90 days after the enactment of the 
act, has aided, assisted, counseled, or advised in the formation, 
organization, or reorganization of a foreign corporation, which re
turn should contain such information as the Commissioner with 
the approval of the Secretary, by rules and regulations, prescribes 
as necessary for carrying out the provisions of the act. 

This information is necessary to ascertain those persons who 
have actually utilized the device of the foreign personal holding 
company. For obvious reasons, however, it should not be limited 
to the case of foreign personal holding companies. The date of 
January 1, 1934, is taken because it coincides with the effective 
date of the original provision imposing a surtax on personal 
holding companies. 

6. It is recommended that criminal penalties be imposed for 
willful failure to file complete and accurate returns required by 
the two preceding paragraphs of a fine of $2,000 or imprisonment 
for 1 year or both. 
ADDITIONAL LEGISLATION RELATING TO FOREIGN PERSONAL HOLDING 

COMPANIES 

There appears to be no justification for the continued existence 
of foreign personal holding companies owned by American citi
zens or residents and it is believed that practically all of such 
companies have been created with the sole purpose of avoiding 
or eva-ding the imposition CJf the surtax on their shareholders 
It is believed as a matter of fiscal policy that the dissolution of 
such companies should be effected as promptly as possible and the 
committee accordingly makes the following additional recom
mendations to encourage such dissolution: 

1. It is recommended that in the case of liquidation of any 
foreign personal holding company wherein the distribution of 
assets and dissolution of the corporation is not completed on 
or before December 31, 1937, notwithstanding the provisions of 
section 117 (a), 100 percent of the gains recognized on such liqui
dation should be taken into account in computing net income 
except that if evidence is submitted to the Commissioner prior to 
January 1, 1938, which establishes to his satisfaction that due 
to the laws of the foreign country in which it is incorporated, or 
for other reason, it is impossible to distribute the assets and 
complete the dissolution on or before December 31 1937 the 
Commissioner should be authorized to extend such pe'riod t~ not 
later than June 30, 1938. Under existing law it is possible for as 
little as 30 percent of the gain to be taken into account in com
puting net income. 

2. It is recommended that in the case of any person dying 
after the enactment of this proposed act owning stock or securities 
of any corporation which for its taxable year preceding his death 
met the gross-income test of a foreign personal holding company 
and at any time during such year met the stock-ownership test of 
a. foreign personal holding company, the basis of the stock or 
securities acquired by the decedent's estate from the decedent or 
acquired by others from the decedent by bequest, devise, or in
heritance should, not withstanding the provisions of sections 113 
(a.), be (1) the fair market value of such stock or securities at 
the time of such acquisition or (2) the same as it would be in 
the hands of the decedent, whichever is lower. 

3. It is the intention of the committee to consider measures 
for the treatment in the case of sale or exchange after December 
31, 1937, of stock or securities of such corporations as foreign 
personal holding companies in such manner as to obviate the 
possibility of such sale or exchange under such circumstances or 
through such devices as to obtain the advantage of section 117 (a), 
and to recommend thereon at a. later date. 

4. The committee has made the recommendations above !or 
additional legislation to prevent the use of foreign personal hold
ing companies by American citizens and residents as devices for 
the evasion and avoidance of Federal income taxes and to en
courage the prompt dissolution of existing companies of this type. 
The committee believes that these recommendations if adopted 
Will contribute greatly to the attainment of these e~ds. It a.ls~ 
recognizes the complex character of the problem and the diffi
culty of framing a. tax law which is proof against all the varied 
and complicated devices involving the use of foreign entities 
which legal ingenuity may evolve in the future. The committee 
is therefore of the view that it should continue its study of this 
problem and should consider other and additional measures 
which may be feasible for preventing the use of spurious foreign 
entities to thwart the intent and purposes or the revenue laws. 
Accordingly, it is the intention of the committee to consider pos
sible measures for the creation of administrative and judicial 
procedure, including criminal penalties, to prevent the formation 
and compel the dissolution of artificial foreign entities availed 

of by American citizens or residents to evade or avoid Federal 
income taxes and to make recommendations at a. later date with 
respect thereto. 

NONRESIDENT ALIENS 

Section 211 (a) of the Revenue Act of 1936 imposes a. ta.x on 
nonresident aliens not engaged in trade or business in the United 
States and not having an office or place of business therein at the 
rate of 10 percent upon their income from interest, dividends, 
rents, wages, and salaries, and other fixed and determinable income 
from sources within the United States, with no allowance for the 
deductions ·from gross income and credits against net income 
allowed to individuals subject to normal and surtax on net income. 
In the case of a resident of a. contiguous country the existing law 
provides that su~h rate may be reduced to not less than 5 percent, 
as may be proVIded by treaty with such country. This fiat tax, 
which is in effect imposed upon gross income, 1s in the usual case 
collected at the source by means of withholding, and has worked 
well, both from an administrative and revenue standpoint. The 
additional revenue derived is estimated to be not less than $15,000,-
000 per annum. However, evidence presented to the committee 
discloses that certain wealthy nonresident aliens have had their 
Fede~l income taxes substantially reduced by this new system. In 
fact, It has permitted certain former citizens of the United States 
who have now become citizens of other countries, but who derive a. 
large amount of income from American sources within the United 
States, either directly or through an American tnist, greatly to 
reduce their taxes. This is due in the main to the fact that if 
these individuals were subject to both normal and surtaxes the 
effective rate of ta.x on their income from American sources would 
be much higher than the 10-percent rate applicable to such income 
under existing law. To remedy this situation the committee 
makes the following recommendations: 

1. Subject to the normal and surtax on net incomes from the 
sources mentioned in section 211 (a.) of existing law, nonresident 
aliens (now taxable under that section) whose net income from 
such sources is more than $21,600, which is the approximate point 
at which the -effective rate becomes 10 percent. It may be possible 
that some nonresident aliens may pay less tax under this proposal 
than they do under existing law. To remedy this the committee 
recommends that the tax under the proposal shall not be less than 
the tax which would be payable under existing law on the gross 
income from such sources. In order that this new rule may not 
unduly increase the tax on nonresident aliens whose net income 
is just sufficient to bring them within this proposal, the committee 
also recommends that the tax shall not be increased by more than 
the amount of net income in excess of $21,600. Nonresident 
aliens subject to this proposal will still be subject to the with
holding provisions at the rates imposed under existing law but 
they will be entitled to a. credit for the amount of tax which has 
been withheld at the source on such income in computing their 
tax on the income from the sources specified in section 211 (a.). 
They will be entitled to the same deductions applicable to such 
income, and to the same credits, as in the case of nonresident 
aliens taxable under section 211 (b) of existing law that is 
nonresident aliens engaged in trade or business in the United 
States or having an office or place of business therein. 

2. For the purpose of administering this proposal, the commit
tee recommends that all nonresident aliens whose gross income 
from the sour~es specified amounts in the aggregate to $21,600 or 
more be reqwred to file annual returns with the collector at 
Baltimore, Md. 

RoBERT L. DouGHTON, Chai-rman. 
PAT HAluusoN, Vice Chairman. 
WALTER F. GEORGE. 
DAVID I. WALSH. 
RoBERT M. LA FOLLETTE, Jr. 
ARTHUR CAPPER. 
THOMAS H. CULLEN. 
FRED M. VINSON. 
JERE COOPER. 
ALLEN T. 'I'REA.DWAY. 
FRANK CROWTHER. 

CREATION OF THE JUDICIARY (S. DOC. NO. 91) 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, from the Committee on 
Printing, I report a resolution which is of a routine nature, 
and ask that it may be given immediate consideration by 
the Senate. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Let it be read. 
Mr. WALSH. I ask that the resolution may be read. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will read the resolu-

tion. 
The Chief Clerk read the resolution <S. Res. 169), as 

follows: 
Resolved, That the manuscript entitled "Creation of the 

Ju~ciary", prepared by Dr. George J. Schulz, Director of the 
LegiSlative Reference Service, Library of Congress, be printed as a 
Senate document. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, it would not be necessary to 
get the consent of the Committee on Printing for the ap
proval of the publication of a Senate document were it not 
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for the fact that the document will require when printed 
more than 50 pages. When a Senate document to be printed 
is under 50 pages it is necessary merely to get the approval 
of the Senate. Therefore, I ask the approval of the Senate 
to the resolution, because the document exceeds the number 
of pages allowed, and in addition is in the opinion of the 
committee a r:1ost valuable and informative review of the 
subject, Creation of the Judiciary. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the imme
diate consideration of the resolution? 

There being no objection, the resolution was considered 
and agreed to. 
CLAIMS OF NEW BRUNSWICK, N. J .-REPORT OF COMMITTEE ON 

CLAIMS 
Mr. BURKE, from the Committee on Claims, to which was 

referred the resolution (S. Res. 165) authorizing an investi
gation of the claims of the city of New Brunswick, N.J., for 
compensation for municipal services furnished to purchasers 
of lands from the United States Housing Corporation <sub
mitted by Mr. MooRE on the 3d instant), reported it without 
amendment, and, under the rule, the resolution was re
ferred to the Committee to Audit and Control the Con
tingent Expenses of the Senate. 

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS INTRODUCED 
Bills and joint resolutions were introduced, read the first 

time, and, by unanimous consent, the second time, and re
ferred as follows: 

By Mr. LEE: 
A bill (S. 2911) to promote peace and the national de

fense through a more equal distribution of the burdens of 
war by drafting the use of money according to ability to 
lend to the Government; to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 

By Mr. SCHWELLENBACH: 
A bill <S. 2912) to authorize the city of Ketchikan, Alaska, 

to issue bonds for street improvements, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Territories and Insular Affairs. 

By 1V£r. DAVIS: 
A bill (S. 2913) granting an increase in pension to John 

W. Earhart; to the Committee on Pensions. 
By Mr. McGILL: 
A bill (S. 2914) granting an increase of pension to Phoebe 

Hess; to the Committee on Pensions. 
By Mr. LOGAN: 
A bill (S. 2915) to amend and reenact section 215 of the 

Judicial Code of the United States; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. McADOO: 
A bill (S. 2916) to add certain lands to the Trinity Na

tional Forest, Calif.; to the Committee on Public Lands and 
Surveys. 

By Mr. GUFFEY: 
A bill <S. 2917) to amend Public Law No. 692, Seventy

fourth Congress, second session; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. LEWIS: 
A bill <S. 2918) to authorize the striking of an appropriate 

medal in commemoration of the one hundredth anniversary 
of the establishment of Chicago, lll., as a city; to the Com
mittee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. BULKLEY: 
A bill (S. 2919) for the relief of The E. F. Hauserman 

Co.; to the Committee on Claims. 
By 1\K...r. WHEELER: 

. A bill <S. 2920) for the relief of J. Harry Walker; to the 
Committee on Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. KING: 
A bill (S. 2921) to provide for the incorporation, regula

tion, merger, consolidation, and dissolution of certain corpo
rations for profit in the District of Columbia; and 

A bill (S. 2922) to amend the act entitled "An act to regu
late the business of loaning money on security of any kind 
by persons, firms, and corporations other than national 
banks, licensed bankers, trust companies, savings banks, 

building and loan associations, and real-estate brokers in 
the District of Columbia", approved February 4, 1913; to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. MINTON: 
A joint resolution (S. J. Res. 196) to establish the Gen. 

Casimir Pulaski Memorial Commission to formulate plans for 
the construction of a permanent memorial to the memory of 
Brig. Gen. Casimir Pulaski at Savannah, Ga.; to the Com
mittee on the Library. 

By Mr. PITTMAN: 
A joint resolution <S. J. Res. 197) authorizing an appro

priation for the expenses of participation by the United 
States in the Inter-American Radio Conference to be held 
in 1937 at Habana, Cuba; to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED 
The following bills were each read twice by their titles and 

referred as indicated below: 
H. R. 6384. An act to liberalize the provisions of existing 

laws governing service-connected benefits for World War 
veterans and their dependents, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Finance. · 

H. R. 8081. An act authorizing the Comptroller General of 
the United States to allow credit in the accounts of disburs
ing officers for overpayments of wages on Civil Works Ad
ministration projects and waiving recovery of such overpay
ments; to the Committee on Claims. 

LOW-COST HOUSING-AMENDMENTS 
Mr. KING submitted three amendments intended to be 

proposed by him to Senate bill 1685, the so-called low-cost 
housing bill, which were ordered to lie on the table and to be 
printed. 

IMPROVEMENTS ON RIVERS AND HARBORs--AMENDMENTS 
Mr. WHEELER submitted an amendment intended to be 

proposed by him to the bill <H. R. 7646) to amend an act 
entitled "An act authorizing the construction of certain public 
works on rivers and harbors for flood control, and for other 
purposes", approved June 22, 1936, which was ordered to lie 
on the table and to be printed. 

Mr. SHEPPARD submitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by him to the bill <H. R. 7051) authorizing the con
struction. repair, and preservation of certain public works on 
rivers and harbors, and for other purposes, which was ordered 
to lie on the table and to be printed. as follows: 

At the proper place in the survey section to insert: 
"Channel or channels across Padre Island, Tex., from Laguna 

Madre to the Gulf of Mexico." 

FAIR LABOR STANDARDS IN INTERSTATE COMMERC~ARTICLE BY 
SENATOR WALSH 

rMr. GERRY asked and obtained leave to have printed in the 
RECORD an article by Senator WALSH published in the Boston 
Traveler of Aug. 3, 1937, relative to the so-called Federal wage 
and hour bUI, which appears in the Appendix.] 
CONNECTICUT AND THE FIRST TEN AMENDMENTS TO THE FEDERAL 

CONSTITUTION-ARTICLE BY THOMAS H. LE DUC 
[Mr. LONERGAN asked and obtained leave to have printed in 

the RECORD an article by Thomas H. Le Due, of Yale Univer
sity, entitled "Connecticut and the First Ten Amendments to 
the Federal Constitution", which appears in the Appendix.] 

CONTRIBUTIONS TO DEMOCRATIC NATIONAL COMMITTEE 
[Mr. BRIDGES asked and obtained leave to have printed in 

the RECORD an article from the Washington Post of today 
relative to contributions to the Democratic National Com
mittee, which appears in the Appendix.] 

PARTITION OF PALESTINE 
Mr. \VALSH. Mr. President, I have received several com

munications requesting a public statement with respect to the 
partitioning of Palestine. I ask that a telegram from the 
mayor of Fitchburg and a statement which I recently gave 
to the newspapers may be printed in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the telegram and statement were 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 
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FITCHBURG, ~Ws., August 2, 1937. 

United States Senator D~vm I. WALSH, 
Senat e Office B1!-ilding: 

At the request of the Zionist Organization of America, I am sug
gesting that you make a public statement demanding that Britain 
fulfill its pledges to the Jewish people. 

RODERT GREENWOOD. 

STATEMENT OF HON . . DAVID I. WALSH, OF MASSACHUSETTS 
The British policy for the further partitioning of Palestine 

carries with it a direct menace to United States' interests in the 
welfare of the Jewish people. 

The present attitude of Great Britain in proposing the parti
tioning of Palestine and further restricting Jewish immigration 
into that country, would appear to be a violation of her treaty 
With the United States, entered into December 3 , 1924. 

The famous Balfour declaration at the time of the World War 
was a pledge in behalf of the British Government that in the 
event of a successful outcome, the Jews would be given a na
tional home in Palestine. 
· The United States gave enthusiastic approval to this measure 
and by unanimous vote ratified, confirmed, and repeated the Bal
four resolutions, embodying the identical language of the British 
mandate. 
. To partition the Holy Land and deny the Jews who have settled 

there the rights to which they are entitled under both the 
mandate of the League of Nations and the treaty between the 
United States and Great Britain would be a deliberate breach of 
good faith. 

Intimation that recent disturbances in Palestine were caused 
by the forcible attempt of grasping Jews to take land and work 
away from the Arabs has been vehemently contradicted. It will 
be recalled that half of the Jews of the world live in abject pov
erty and are the victims of unceasing persecution. For these 
European J ews, the promised land of Palestine is their only hope. 

In my opinion, a protest against a breaking of faith with the 
Jews in Palestine should be voiced by our Nation in behalf of a 
long-suffering people. 

ORSON THOMAS 
The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the amend

ments of the House of Representatives to the bill (S. 191) 
for the relief of Orson Thomas, which were, on page 1, line 
4. to strike out "to Orson Thomas", and on page 1, line 5, 
after "appropriated", to insert "to Orson Thomas, of Salt 
Lake City, Utah." 
· Mr. KING. I move that the Senate concur in the House 

amendments. 
The motion was agreed to. 

SAM LARSON, GUARDIAN OF MARGARET LARSON 
. The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the amend

ments of the House of Representatives to the bill (S. 792) 
for the relief ·of Sam Larson, guardian of Margaret Larson, 
a minor, which were, on page 1, lines 5 and 6, to strike out 
"Sam Larson, guardian of Margaret Larson, a minor" and 
to insert "the legal guardian of Margaret Larson, a minor, of 
Ephrata, Wash."; on page 1, line 11, to strike. out "Fisheries" 
and insert "commerce on the highway between Soap Lake 
and Ephrata, \Vash."; and to amend the title so as to read: 
"An act for the relief of Margaret Larson, a minor." 

Mr. SCH\VELLENBACH. I move that the Senate concur 
in the House amendments. 

The motion was agreed to. 
ETHEL SMITH M'DANIEL 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the amend
ment of the House of Representatives to the bill (S. 972) for 
the relief of Ethel Smith McDaniel, which was, on page 2, 
line· 4, to strike out "1 year'' and insert "6 months." 

Mr. TYDINGS. I move that the Senate concur in the 
Bouse amendment. 

The motion was agreed to. 
CHARLES CARROLL 0~ CARROLLTON BICENTENARY COMMISSION 
The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the amend-

ment of the House of Representatives to the joint resolution 
(S. J. Res. 171) relating to the employment of personnel and 
expenditures made by the Charles Carroll of Carrollton 
Bicentenary Commission, which was, on page 2, line 3, to 
strike out all after "funds" down to and including "agencies", 
in line 6. 

Mr. TYDINGS. I move that the Senate concur in the 
House amendment. 

The motion was agreed to. 
LXXXI--521 

MAUDE P. GRESHAM 
The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the amend

ments of the House of Representatives to the bill <S. 1453) 
for the relief of Maude P. Gresham, which were, on page 1, 
line 6, to strike out "$8,750" and insert "$8,690.55"; on page 1, 
line 11, after "Gresham", to insert "and Agnes M. Driscoll"; 
and to amend the title so as to read: "An act for the relief 
of Maude P. Gresham and Agnes M. Driscoll.'' 

Mr. WALSH. I move that the Senate concur in the 
amendments of the House. 

The motion was agreed to. 
JACK WADE AND OTHERS 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the 
amendments of the House of Representatives to the bill 
(S. 893) for the relief of Jack Wade, Perry Shilton, Louie 
Hess, Owen Busch, and William W. McGregor, which were, 
on page 1, line 4, after "judgment", to insert "as if the 
United States were suable in tort"; on page 1, line 6, to 
strike out "respectively" and insert "all of l\1ancos, Colo."; 
ori page 1, line 7, to strike out all after "damages" down to 
and including "by", in line 8, and insert "resulting from per
sonal injulies sustained by them in"; and to amend the title 
so as to read: "An act conferring jurisdiction upon the 
Court of Claims of the United States to hear, determine, 
and render judgment upon the claiL1s of Jack Wade, Perry 
Shilton, Louie Hess, Owen Busch. and William W. Mc
Gregor." 

Mr. ADAMS. I move that the Senate concur in the 
House amendments. 

The motion was agreed to. 
MRS. CHARLES T. WARNER 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the 
amendment of the House of Representatives to the bill 
<S. 1637) for the relief of Mrs. Charles T. Warner. 

Mr. _i...EE. I move that the Senate disagree to the amend
lllent of the House, ask for a conference with the House on 
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses thereon, and that 
the conferees on the part of the Senate be appointed by the 
Chair. 

The motion was agreed to; and the Vice President ap
pointed Mr. LoGAN, Mr. BLACK, and Mr. CAPPER conferees on 
the part of the Senate. 

wn.LARD COLLINS 
The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the amend

ments of the House of Representatives to the bill (S. 1401) 
for the relief of Willard Collins, which were, on page 1, line 
7. after "Collins", insert "of Tipler, Wis."; on page 1, line 7, 
to strike out "$10,000" and insert "$7,500"; and on page 1, 
lines 9 and 10, to strike out "who were killed" and insert 
"and personal injuries to himself, suffered on." 

Mr. LA FOLLEITE. I move the Senate concur in the 
amendments of the House. 

'I "he motion· was agreed to. 
MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 

Messages in writing from the President o! the United 
States submitting nominations were communicated to the 
Senate by Mr. Latta, one of his secretaries. 

LOW-COST HOUSING 
The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill (S. 1685) 

to provide financial assistance to the States and politi
cal subdivisions thereof for the elimination of .unsafe and 
insanitary housing conditions, for the provisions of decent, 
safe, and sanitary dwellings for families of low income, and 
for the reduction of unemployment and the stimUlation of 
business activity, to create a United States Housing Au
thority, and for other purposes. 

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, I wish to correct the form 
of the amendment which I offered yesterday, so that it will 
read as follows: 

That not more than 10 percent of the funds provided for in this 
act, either in the form of a loan, ~ or subsidy, shall be ex
pended Within any one State. 
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator has the local in its existence is national in its effects and should be 

right to modify his amendment. The question is on the eliminated. 
amendment in the nature of a substitute offered by the Sen- I should like to see a slum-clearance bill passed that would 
a tor from Maryland to the amendment of the Senator from permit the expenditure of money where the slums exist. For 
Colorado [Mr. ADAMs]. that reason I am going to oppose the amendment. I want 

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, I rise in opposition to the to have the slum areas wiped out. There may be a few of 
amendment of the Senator from Colorado [Mr. ADAMS] and the larger cities in my own State of Oklahoma which are 
the substitute therefor offered by the Senator from Maryland affected in this respect. If so, as I understand, the bill 
[Mr. TYDINGS]. provides that a proportionate fair share of money shall be 

As I understand we are asked to enact a law dealing with used to eliminate the slum conditions which exist there. I 
an evil in this country. It is mY understanding that the want to have a bill passed without all these hindrances which 
bill was brought to the floor of the Senate in good faith and would prevent the constituted authorities from carrying out 
for the purpose of removing slums and slum conditions. the purpose and intent of the bill. 
Population is no criterion for determining the existence of The slums are a seedbed for radical propaganda. The 
slums. It would be more in line with correctness and fair- slum population are the people most subject to the subversive 
ness to put the amendment on the basis of slum population doctrines brought to this country from abroad, which would 
and, as I understand it, that is what the bill does. It puts destroy our Nation and our form of government. These are 
it on the basis of the slums and leaves it to the constituted the places where radicals can best plant the seeds of anarchy. 
authorities to determine where slums exist. To put it on They constitute spawning grounds for communism. For 
the basis of population might be an appeal to Senators to that reason, among others, I hope to see them wiped out. 
vote to get some of the money for their States, when in It is my purpose to oppose all amendments to the bill that 
some of the States there are no slums and that portion of the tend to interfere with carrying out the purposes of the bill. 
money would, of course, be tied up. I have listened carefully to the junior Senator from New 

I am taking it for granted that the purpose of the bill is York [Mr. WAGNER]. He has been most generous in accept-
in all good faith to remove the existence of slums. ing all amendments or suggestions that would improve the 

If this is a "gravY" proposal, the Senator from Colorado bill. But these two amendments, in my opinion, would 
ought to modify his amendment to provide for expenditure greatly limit the effectiveness of the bill. Therefore I am 
of the money on the basis of square miles so that Oklahoma opposed to these and all other amendments which seem to 
and Colorado could get more of it. If it is the purpose to restrict the free operation of the purposes of the bill. 
remove . slums, why not spend the money where the need Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. President, the amend
exists? When we grease a wagon we put the grease where ment which was offered by me, and which the senior Sena
the squeak is. tor from Colorado [Mr. ADAMS] substituted for his amend-

Polygamy touched only one State, nevertheless it was de- ment which was offered yesterday, has for its purpose the 
clared a national evil and was abolished. Slavery affected equitable distribution of the benefits accruing under the bill 
only 10 States, but was abolished as a national evil. When to all of the States in the United States. 
bills were introduced in the Congress asking for relief from In that connection I want to perfect my amendment by 
drought conditions I did not hear Senators from the thickly modifying it, if I may do so at this time. 
populated cities of the East endeavoring to attach amend- The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Colo-
ments which would perhaps have the effect of destroying rado has the right to modify his amendment. 
the purpose of the legislation. I did not notice that any Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I ask to modify my amend
amendments were offered providing that the relief appro- ment, on page 1, line 5, after the word "States", by insert
priation in that case should be expended on the basis of ing the words "and the District of Columbia .. ; and in the 
population instead of being expended where the drought same line, after the word "State", "or the District of Colum
existed. bia"; in line 6, after the word "States.,, by inserting the 

When bills were introduced asking for money for the con- words "and the District of Columbia,.; on page 2, line 9, 
trol of grasshoppers which were so destructive in Colorado after the word "State", by inserting the words "or the Dis
and Oklahoma, no Senators representing the thickly popu- trict of Columbia,.; in line 11, after the word "State", by 
lated districts of the East came forward with amendments to inserting the words "or the District of Columbia.,; and in 
hobble and hamstring and string-halt that appropriation. line 14, after the word "States.,, by inserting the words "and 
They supported the bill because they wanted the money to the District of Columbia,,. 
go where the evil existed. When bills were introduced ask- I think there is some misunderstanding of just what my 
ing for money to eradicate the fruitfly and the fever tick and amendment proposes to do. It would not tie up the funds, 
the hoof-and-mouth disease, it was understood that the and it would not freeze the funds. It would simply give each 
money should go to the places affected. . State an opportunity to accept the benefit of the funds. It 

As I understand, the evil and the disease of the slums is does not permanently tie them up. 
even more dangerous than the disease brought on by the ex- I should like to have the attention of the Senator from 
istence of the fever tick, so far as the Nation is concerned. New York [Mr. WAGNER] to what I am about to say with ref
The condition exists to a greater extent in the large cities erence to a part of my amendment which I think has been 
and should be eliminated and eradicated, and I understand overlooked entirely by Senators. 
it is the purpose of the bill to do that. The amendment proposes to earmark the funds provided in 

I oppose the amendment because I believe population is this bill, and to give the various States and the District of 
no fair criterion or basis for the distribution of the fund. Columbia an equal opportunity to come here and apply for 
I believe the proposal for a 10-percent allotment is purely them. If their applications are accepted, the money, of 
arbitrary. If all the slums are to be found in a few large course, goes to them. If their applications are rejected, the 
cities, then all the money should go to those particular areas money goes back into the fund and is redistributed in ac-
where the condition exists. cordance with the first distribution. 

I am confident no one believes a good citizen can be pro- Mr. WAGNER. Mr. President, will the Senator yield for 
duced under conditions which we have heard described as ex- a question? 
isting in the slum areas where several families are crowded Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Yes; gladly. 
together in the limits of a few small feet of space, where Mr. WAGNER. For how long does the Senator intend 
they exist under the most insanitary and immoral condi- that the funds shall remain earmarked? By what pro
tions. It may be the fiend who murdered the three little cedure would he bring this about? 
girls in california is the product of the slums of New York Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. They are to be earmarked 
City. It may have been that he grew up without the bene- 30 days after the taking effect of the act in the first year, 
fit of any moral surroundings. Therefore this evil while . , and the States will have until the next year to make the 
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funds available in their States, to get their applications in 
and have them perfected; and then at the end of that time 
the funds are to be redistributed as though they had never 
been earmarked. 

It seems to me that is absolutely fair. I heard the Sen
ator from Maryland [Mr. TYDINGS] yesterday say that as 
soon as this measure is passed we shall have a regular 
deluge of mayors from all over the country coming into 
Washington, applying for these funds. 

Mr. WAGNER. If my recollection is correct, I think the 
Senator from Maryhnd said that New York would at once 
get 50 percent of the fund. I think the Senator from Colo
rado will agree that there was no basis for that statement. 

As a matter of principle, Mr. President, I do not believe 
in amendments of this nature. I agree with what the Sena
tor from Oklahoma. [Mr. LEE] has stated; but I am not 
going to stand here and make a controversial matter out of 
the amendment. If the Senator from G;olorado feels . that 
the funds ought to be frozen and allocated to the different 
States, I am tired of quarreling about matters of that kind. 
I do not . want anybody to get the impression that I am 
seeking to have New York get a disproportionately large 
part of these funds. I am sure New York will get no more 
than its share, and I should be opposed to its getting any 
more than its share. But, as the Senator will recall, when 
the appropriation of funds for agriculture was before the 
Senate, not only did I vote for the measure, but in addition 
I made no suggestion that the funds should be allocated 
among the different States. Out of I do not know how many 
million dollars New York State got altogether only $700,000. 
I made no complaint about that, however, because under 
the act New York was not entitled to any more. I thought 
the agricultural States were entitled to the larger funds. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I am glad to hear the Sena
tor from New York say that, because there is no purpose 
on our part of freezing these funds. All we want to do is 
to give the States an equal opportunity to come here and 
get these funds. 

'l'bi.s is not something new. I went back to the laws of 
1916 for the precedents for it. That is the way the funds 
were allocated in the highway law, and I used not only the 
principle of the highway law but the exact language of that 
early law for this amendment. When the highway funds 
were not accepted by the States the law provided that they 
should go back and be redistributed, and that is the objective 
of this amendment. 

Under the earmarking that we propose here 13 States of 
this Nation would have 6 percent of the funds earmarked to 
them. That is $42,000,000. Ten States would have 9 per
cent, or $63,000,000. A total of $105,000,000 would be ear
marked for 23 States. Fifteen States would have earmarked 
for them 25 percent, or $175,000,000. 

In other words, 38 States woUld have 40 percent of the 
benefits under this act earmarked to them, or $280,000,000, 
and 10 States would have 60 percent earmarked to them, or 
$420,000,000. 

I cannot· see anything unfair about this proposal. It will 
give all the States an equal opportunity. If the mayors do 
come to Washington, as the Senator from Maryland has 
indicated, I do not want my mayor from Denver to come here 
and be told, "We have no funds. We cannot do anything 
for you. The funds are all gone. A rush has been on, 
and the first to come in has received the money, and you will 
just have to go home empty-handed." I do not want that 
sort of thing. If we are going to have that kind of a rush, 
we ought to have some sort of an orderly formula worked 
out to receive that kind of a rush, and that is the objective 
of the amendment. 

Referring to what the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. LEE] 
has said, What is this question? Is this a national question, 
or is it a local question? I should like to have Senators 
turn to page 33 of the bill and find out. This is what it 
says, under the head of "Findings and Policy", right at the 
beginning of the bill: 

· T'nere exist in urban and rural communities throughout the 
United States slums, blighted ~reas, or unsafe, insanitary, or over
crowded dwellings, or a combination of these conditions, accom
panied and aggravated by an acute shortage of decent, safe, and 
sanitary dwellings within the financial reach of families of low 
income. 

The bill says "throughout the United States." It does not 
say anything about the slums being in New York or in New 
England or in Pennsylvania. It says "throughout the United 
States." So I take it from the bill itself that it is not a bill 
to correct some local difficulty but it is a bill to correct a 
general difficulty that exists throughout the whole country. 

Let us find out what a slum is according to the bill itself. 
Under the heading of "Definitions", on page 35, the bill says: 

The term "slum" means any area where dwellings predominate 
which, by reason of dilapidation, overcrowdlng, faulty arrange
ment or design, lack of ventilation, light or sanitation facilities, 
or any combination of these factors, are detrimental to safety, 
health, or morals. 

That is what a slum is under the bill. That is the thing 
we are attempting to correct. I hold that there are slums 
throughout this who~e Nation. There is not a village, how
ever small it may be, in the whole country, from one end of 
it to the other, which under this definition does not have 
slums. 

All of us have heard about one-third of the Nation being 
ill-housed, ill-clothed, and ill-nourished. If that be the case, 
I have not heard anything about the one-third of ill-housing 
all being in one section of the United States. We are start
ing in on a new problem. We are beginning at the very 
bottom of a big problem, and a new problem, so far as the 
Federal Government is concerned; and if the bill is passed. 
all of the country should be entitled to come under it for 
such benefits as it has to offer. 

There is one thing that I fear the junior Senator from 
Washington [Mr. ScHWELLENBACH] has overlooked. In 
speaking here yesterday he said that there were no slums 
in Seattle, in his home city. Under the definition-and I 
have visited Seattle-! beg to differ with him. But there 
is one thing that the junior Senator from Washington has 
overlooked. 

One of the first objectives of the bill is to promote eco~ 
nomic recovery. Turn to the report, and what does the 
report say? On page 2 of the report submitted by the com
mittee it says: 

The first objective of the btll is to provide opportunities for 
reemployment in a preeminently useful type of enterprise. 

That is the first objective. Turn to page 33 of the bill as 
amended by ·the committee, and what do we find? It says 
there: 

The failure to remedy this acute dwelling shortage has also 
produced stagnation of business activity in the construction, 
durable goods, and allied industries, thus impeding business ac
tivity throughout the Nation and resulting in widespread, pro
longed, and recurring unemployment with its injurious effects 
upon the general welfare of the Nation. 

That is an economic question. In Denver, when we cure 
our slum districts, we will go to the State of Washington to 
buy lumber; and when we buy lumber in the State of Wash
ington it will relieve unemployment, which we have re
peatedly heard the Senator from Washington say on the 
fioor of the Senate was one of the great difficulties in his 
State. This is an economic question, and the Senator from 
Washington has entirely overlooked it. When the States 
around Wyoming start clearing away their slums, they will 
go to the State of Wyoming to buy cement and other mate
rial. We hope they will come to Colorado to buy such 
structural iron as they need. 

On page 34 the bill says: 
It is hereby declared to be the policy of the United States to 

promote the general welfare of the Nation by employing its funds 
and credit, as provided in this act, to assist the several States 
and their political subdivisions-

To do what?-
to alleviate present and recurring unemployment. 
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According to the report of the committee, that is the firs~ 

objective of the bill. According to the bill itself, it is not a 
local problem that we are attacking; it is a national 
problem. 

For our own protection, I sincerely hope that when we 
turn this money over to this Bureau we shall safeguard our 
states and give all of our States an opportunity to come 
here and get part of this fund.. It is not making the bill a 
"pork barrel, measure to handle the fund in that way. 
What do the States have to do when they do come here? 
Do they come and say, "Give us so many million dollars,? 
No; they do not. They come here with their applications, 
and they prove their own situations. They have to satisfy 
the board that they have slum areas that should be eradi
cated. The board passes upon the value of their proposed 
projects under the bill. The board has to decide the whole 
matter. States are not going to get away with anything. 
If we have slums in Colorado, under this amendment Colo
rado will have an opportunity to wipe out those slums with 
the funds provided in the bill, if her authorities can comply 
with the requirements laid down by the board for them to 
meet. 

I sincerely hope the Senate will seriously consider the 
amendment and its provisions and give every State its day 
in court. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I desire to propound a parlia
mentary inquiry. I should like to ask the Chair whether 
there is any authority under the rules of the Senate for the 
machinery and employees of the Senate to be used in passing 
out on the :floor of the Senate propaganda from private 
sources with regard to legislation pending at the moment 
before the Senate? 

I ask that question in all good faith, Mr. President, because 
this morning since the meeting of the Senate the employees 
of the Senate have been engaged in passing out a letter with 
enclosure from a Mr. Langdon Po.st, president of the Amer
ican Federation of Housing Authorities, with regard to an 
amendment adopted by the Senate on yesterday. He is en
gaged in propagandizing for its reconsideration. 

If I may be permitted to say so in connection with the 
parliamentary inquiry, I have no desire whatever to reflect 
on Mr. Post, but it seems to me that this occurrence affords 
one of the most dangerous precedents that could possibly be 
had in connection with the business of the Senate. This is 
for the reason that if Mr. Post, a private citizen, has author
ity to pass out through Senate machinery propaganda with 
regard to pending legislation, we may expect to see the pro
ponents and the opponents of the antilynching bill, the pro
ponents and the opponents of the gasoline tax or any other 
particular tax measure which may be suggested, the propo
nents and the opponents of various provisions of the sugar 
bill and the various interests therein, the proponents and the 
opponents of almost any ·possible matter that may come 
before the Senate, employing the machinery of the Senate 
for the purpose of covering the desks of Senators with propa
ganda and literature seeking to influence the action of the 
United States Senate. 

I should like to inquire from the Chair whether there is 
any authority under the rules of the Senate for such a 
practice. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair is not advised 
of any rule regarding the subject or any precedent covering 
it. However, it is the opinion of the Chair that an employee 
of the Senate would be subject to reprimand or other action 
by the Senate if he committed such acts on behalf of anyone 
except a Senator. Of course, if a Senator should ask the 
pages or any other employees to distribute anything, it 
would be their duty to do so, and the responsibility then 
would be upon the Senator. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I have no desire to criticize 
the page boys who passed the letter around; indeed, I have 
no desire to criticize anyone in connection with the matter. 
I call attention to the fact, however, because I think the 
circulation of propaganda on pending legislation from pri-

vate sources is an extremely dangerous practice to be in
itiated in this body, and one calculated to bring the Senate 
and its procedure into disrepute. 

Mr. WAGNER. Mr. President, if that was improper. I 
take the full responsibility for it, and do not desire to have 
employees blamed. Perhaps I was wrong, but I thought that 
any kind of enlightenment on the subject we were consider
ing was perfectly proper, and I suggested that the Senators 
be given this particular information. If the action has no 
precedent, if it is wrong, I am the person who must be 
subjected to criticism, and no one else. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, the statement of the dis
tinguished Senator from New York does not cover this case. 
This is the boldest attempt to influence legislation I have 
seen in 20 years in the Senate. Doubtless the responsibility 
lies with the organization that is opposing the limitation on 
the cost of housing. It is supposed to be a reputable insti
tution, with beadq~rters in Washington. I assume they in
spired this propaganda for purposes of profit, because that 
is the line of business in which they are engaged. I think 
it is an insult to every Member of the Senate that this fed
eration should frame a letter in this form to influence leg
islation in the Senate, and particularly that it should advo
cate the method of procedure which it thinks we should 
follow, namely, a motion should be made to reconsider the 
vote by which the particular amendment with which it is 
displeased was carried yesterday. 

I absolve the Senator from New York, because he has not 
had many years of experience in this body, from causing the 
propaganda to be distributed. The trouble with the whole 
thing, however, and that about which I complain, is the 
audacity of this organization in attempting to influence 
legislation in this fashion. 

Mr. President, if there is no rule to cover this matter, then 
the Committee on Rules should see to it that an amendment 
is properly prepared that will bring about a penalty for an 
organization attempting to do a. thing of this astounding 
nature. 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. President, I really wish to take a mo
ment's time to express a degree of disappointment at the 
lack of appreciation of the Senator from New York of the 
efforts made yesterday to help him. I understood that he 
had become somewhat engaged in a difference of opinion 
with the Senator from Maryland, who had indicated that 
if the bill were enacted, the city of New York would receive 
not less than 50 percent of the funds to be appropriated 
and expended, and the Senator from New YOrk assured the 
Senate that that could not be the case, that this was a. na
tional problem. 

No doubt the Senator had in mind section 1 of the bill, 
which, as the preamble, recites that "There exist in urban 
and rural communities throughout the United States" these 
problems. So I thought the Senator from New York would 
be delighted to have incorporated in the bill the very as
surances which he was giving, that New York had no in
tention, no expectation, of having more than a fair share of 
the moneys which were tO be expended. I bad no desire 
at all to seek to reach out and, as the Senator from Wash
ington indicated, attempt to make a "pork barrel" measure 
of this bill. My object was merely to protect the Senator 
from New York from any charge that he was actuated by 
selfish or provincial motives. I thought he would, of course, 
accept the amendment. So I really am expressing my dis
appointment at the lack of appreciation of our earnest 
effort. 

Mr. WAGNER. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. ADAMS. Certainly. 
Mr. WAGNER. I am sorry the Senator is disappointed in 

my attitude toward his amendment. I said a moment ago 
that I would not make it a matter of controversy. I did 
express the thought, however, that in legislation of this char
acter it is wrong in principle to freeze the funds and keep 
them inactive, waiting for applications which, perhaps, may 
never come. This work ought to be done where the evil 
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exists, and I pointed out that when the lei.gslation involving 
the A. A. A. came before us I not only voted for it, but I 
would have considered myself unpatriotic in that case had t 
suggested that there should be a distribution according to 
population. 

However, if it will assuage the apprehension of the Senator 
that New York might get a larger share than the Senator 
thinks it ought to get, I am quite willing that the limitation 
be imposed upon New York, for instance. 

Mr. ADAMS. Of course, I was not willing to assume the 
accuracy of what the Senator said had been stated, that the 
conditions which he sought to correct were productive of 
crime, and that they were being charged against New York. 
I took it for granted that in proportion to population there 
was no more crime being developed in New York City than 
elsewhere. 

Mr. WAGNER. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. ADAMS. I yield. 
Mr. WAGNER. I know this controversy is always inter

esting and entertaining. 
Mr. ADAMS. I am not having any controversy. 
Mr. WAGNER. No; but I do not want to have my atti

tude misunderstood. If the Senator desires to limit these 
funds according to population, or in any other way, so as 
to ·be sure that New York does not get more than its share, 
I am willing. 

Mr. ADAMS. Naturally, we think of the Senator from 
New York first, and we think of New York first. It is the 
Empire state, and we naturally think of New York first. 
The Senator should be complimented, rather than offended. 

Mr. WAGNER. I am very much complimented. I was 
speaking in general terms. I think just the same rule 
shoUld be applied that we have applied to every relief meas
ure. I do not recall that we allocated according to popu
"lation under the relief acts. We took the position that 
wherever relief was needed, wherever there was suffering or 
hunger, we should supply the funds. 

Mr. BONE. Mr. President, will the Senator from Colo
rado yield to me? 

Mr. ADAMS. I yield. 
Mr. BONE. I think if there is any piece of legislation in 

which there ought to be breadth of view exhibited it is in 
the handling of and the approach to a measure such as the 
one before us. I look on a slum district as a social evil
and I take it the Senator from Colorado agrees to the 
statement-that slums are breeders of crime and social im
morality. If we were going to expend Government funds to 
control a physical disease, not naming any, but a disease 
that was ravaging the human family, I take it the Senator 
from Colorado and all other Members of the Senate would 
want to apply the money in attempting to cure the victims 
of the disease wherever they were, whether they were in 
New York, or in California, or in Colorado, or in the State 
of Washington. So the money employed to get rid of a 
social menace should be used to get rid of the menace where 
it exists. Obviously, if we were going to try to stamp out 
tuberculosis, we would not allocate money to a State where 
there was no tuberculosis. We would attempt to stamp out 
the disease by expending money on the victims of the dis
ease, no matter where they were, if the disease itself con
stituted a social challenge. 

I have not heard it suggested on the floor of this body 
that slums are not a menace to the social welfare, and 
probably the whole political welfare of the United States. 
It is because they are such a menace that I have felt im
pelled to follow the suggestions of the Senator from New 
York in attempting to apply the money for the eradication 
of a social disease wherever it may exist. If slums are a 
menace and a social disease, as has been suggested here a 
thousand times, it would seem obvious that we ought to 
apply the money to the eradication of that disease where it 
exists. Of course, that has been suggested here so many 
times that it probably is a work of supererogation to repeat 
it. What we are trying to get rid of is slums; and if there 
are more in New York City than anywhere else, then we 

lose sight of the real objective of this sort of legislation if 
we do not apply the remedy where it ought to be applied. 
It seems to me the logic of that statement is inescapable. 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. President, I am not at all in disagree
ment with the Senator from Washington; but if slums 
exist in San Francisco which are the source of infection 
which spreads to the State of Washington, I should think 
the Senator from Washington would wish to have those 
slum conditions in his neighborhood cured. 

Mr. BONE. Mr. President, will the Senator again yield? 
Mr. ADAMS. I yield. 
Mr. BONE. That is precisely the point I am making. If 

there is an arbitrary allocation upon a population basis--
Mr. ADAMS. Mr. President, I will say that I do not be

lieve in that. I c:trered my amendment · for the purpose of 
aiding the Senator from New York in maintaining his posi
tion against the charges that were made. I really thought 
I was coming to his support by offering my amendment. 

Mr. President, I do not think the money to be made avail
able under this bill should be allocated strictly upon a popu
lation basis. However, the bill in its preamble recites, as has 
been pointed out by my colleague [Mr. JoHNSON], that these 
conditions exist throughout the United States; and the 
preamble also recites that it is necessary to assist the several 
States inasmuch as the slums are widespread. 

Mr. BONE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield so that 
I may ask one question? 

Mr. ADAMS. I yield. 
Mr. BONE. Is there anything in the present language of 

the bill that suggests to the able Senator from Colorado 
that any State would be barred from making application for 
this money? Under the terms of the bill the fund is made 
available to and for the benefit of any State or any political 
subdivision of any State that wants to enter into a slum
clearance operation. That is the provision of the bill as I 
read it. 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. President, if the Senator will let me 
state some figures, I think he will see the basis for my 
apprehension. 

The bill provides for the authorization of the expenditure, 
by appropriation, of $20,000,000 per year for 3 years. The 
bill authorizes the borrowing of $700,000,000. The Senator 
from New York and other Senators who agree with him have 
objected to a limitation which was put upon the bill of 
$4,000 per unit. It is suggested that a $6,000 expenditure per 
Unit would be justified. If we take the $700,000,000, how 
many units at $6,000 apiece will that amount of money con
struct? It will construct 116,666 units. If the Units are 
built on the $4,000 basis, only 175,000 units can be built. 
According to the statement made by the Senator from New 
York at least one-third of the population of the United 
States is in need of this assistance; at least, there are great 
numbers of our people, running up into the millions, who are 
in need of it. I venture to say there are several times the 
number of 175,000 who are in need of such assistance in the 
city of New York. There is need for such assistance also in 
other States. If we were to appropriate and provide money 
adequately to take care of slum clearance, we should then 
say that it should be appropriated in proportion to need. 

Mr. President, I shall now go beyond that point. We are 
providing $20,000,000 a year as a contribution to make up 
the rent payments which the lowest economic group is un
able to pay. If persons in that group are to get houses 
costing $4,000 each, exclusive of the land, it must fairly be 
assumed that the interest charge, at the low rate of interest, 
the allocation for taxes which is to be made, the repairs, 
the upkeep and the rent which the individual family can 
pay will be between $30 and $35 per month. If a $4,000 
house is built a lower income than that should not be re
ceived from it. If a $6,000 house is built the income from 
the house must go beyond the figures of $30 to $35 per 
month. Then if we take the lower economic group and put 
them into houses built on the $4,000 basis we cannot figure 
upon a contribution of less than $15 per month on the part 
o1 the Federal Government. In other words the Federal 
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Government out of these funds will contribute to each case 
on an average of $180 per year. That will take care of only 
111,000 cases. 

Mr. President, that is not all These people are to be put 
into the houses not for 1 year. They are put in for a longer 
period. 

So the first year we use the $20,000,000 in taking care 
of the 111,000 families, and the second year we take the 
$20,000,000 then appropriated to take care of the same 
111,000 families. The work of slum clearance is not ex
tended and spread because all the money provided by the 
bill to be appropriated will be consumed in taking care of 
those taken care of the first year. In other words, we are 
getting nowhere. All we are going to take care of under 
the provisions of this bill, even on the basis of the limitation 
which is complained of by the sponsors, will be a mere trifle 
in the great economic problem. 

Mr. President, this morning's newspaper carries an item 
which is of interest to some of us, that the Treasury De
partment wound up the first month of the new fiscal year 
with a deficit of $249,384,000. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator's time on 
the amendment has expired. Does the Senator from Colo
rado desire to continue speaking on the bill? 

Mr. ADAMS. I desire to discuss the substitute offered by 
the Senator from Maryland [Mr. TYDINGS]. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator has dis
cussed the substitute. 

Mr. ADAMS. Then I will discuss my own amendment. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator's amend

ment is not before the Senate. The Senator's time on the 
amendment has expired. 

Mr. ADAMS. Then I will speak on the bill. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Colo-

rado is now speaking on the bill. 
Mr. OVERTON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. ADAMS. I yield. 
Mr. OVERTON. I have no desire to take up too much 

of the time of the Senator from Colorado, but I wish to 
direct his attention and that of the Senator from New York, 
in charge of the bill, to a problem which suggests itself to 
me. This bill as it is presently prepared will go into opera
tion at once. I am thinking about· the mechanics of it. 
The authority will lend money to municipalities and to 
States. I wish to know whether the Senator from Colorado 
and the Senator from New York have made any investigation 
as to whether or not municipalities generally throughout 
the different States of the Union are authorized by enabling 
acts to enter upon slum-clearance projects or the elimina
tion of blight areas, and whether or not enabling acts would 
be required to be enacted by various State legislatures before 
municipalities may be authorized to do so, and whether 
providing for enabling acts would not require amendment 
of State constitutions in order that the legislatures of the 
different States may go into the projects contemplated by 
this measure. 

I think these remarks concern the amendment proposed 
by the Senator from Colorado, because his amendment holds 
in reserve these sums that will be allocated to the different 
States for the first fiscal year, and they will be held in 
reserve for the next fiscal year. That will give an oppor
tunity for the States that are now constitutionally unable to 
go into these projects to have constitutional amendments 
passed which will authorize them to do so, and when they 
are constitutionally authorized to enter into the projects 
their legislatures will be given the opportunity to pass en
abling acts authorizing the different municipalities to enter 
into these projects. 

I should like to know if the Senator from New York and 
the Senator from Colorado have made any investigation of 
these legal questions. 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. President, I have only 10 minutes, 
and I should like to save a minute or two. I should like 
to have the Senator from New York answer that question, 
and leave me a minute or two. 

Mr. WAGNER .. Mr. President, I will answer in my time. 
Will the Senator from Colorado yield, and it may be counted 
in my time? 

Mr. ADAMS. Yes. 
Mr. WAGNER. About 30 States have enacted laws creat

ing housing authorities, and have conferred upon them the 
power of eminent domain. This has been in accord with 
the constitutions of their States, and therefore no amend
ments to their constitutions would be necessary. I under
stand that progress has been made in other States as 
well, and that as soon as their legislatures meet they will 
enact similar legislation. 

Mr. OVERTON. I thank the Senator from New York. 
Mr. ADAMS. Mr. President, I was endeavoring to point 

out what seemed to me a problem which we must face, dis
agreeable though it may be. It does not matter how desir
able a project may be, it does not matter how much needed 
something may be, if we are not financially able to accom
plish it. 

There is no doubt of the need of housing; there is no 
doubt of the evils that grow out of the slums of the great 
cities; but there is some doubt as to whether or not this 
problem is a national one. If the great cities and the States 
had properly performed their functions, probably the slums 
would not have come into existence. It has become a na
tional problem by reason of the failures of the cities and 
the failures of the States. But we are entering upon a pro
gram involving the Government in tremendous expenditures. 
We may jeopardize our credit; we may wreck our credit; 
and then all the programs which we have already embarked 
upon, designed to help the home owners, to help the farmers, 
to provide for old age, to provide for unemployment, and 
now to provide for housing, may fall into a heap of wreck
age if the credit of the Government fails. I do not know 
where the line is, but I know that there is a limit. I know 
that the bonded indebtedness of this Nation has been grow
ing to the point where thoughtful men are becoming un
easy. The day may come when bond issues that are put 
out will not be absorbed as they have been. When that day 
comes, we may look back and wonder if we were as wise as 
we thought in seeking to meet with Federal funds every 
problem. 

We are trying to pass on, Mr. President, the burden of 
these problems from today to tomorrow. We have in the 
past 4 or 5 years been endeavoring to make the depression 
comfortable and agreeable for those of us here today and 
passing the burden on to those who are coming after us. I · 
am interested in that phase of the question. I have boys 
coming on the scene; and I feel that it is by just such bills 
as this, with their noble purposes, that we are putting upon 
the backs of those who are to follow me and who are to 
follow the Senator from New York burdens which may break 
down the very structure which means so much in the main
tenance of the good things already accomplished. So I am 
uneasy when I see how little is to be accomplished by the 
vast sums contemplated by this bill. 

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Mr. President, I should like 
to have the attention of the Senator from Maryland [Mr. 
TYDINGS] and the Senator from Colorado [Mr. ADAMS]. 
The Senator from Maryland yesterday submitted an amend
ment providing that not more than 10 percent of the funds 
made available by the pending bill shall go to any one State 
and he discussed in considerable detail the arithmetic of 
the bill. I think the Senator's amendment is subject to 
what might be called arithmetical criticism. 

Representation in the House of Representatives is a 
fairly close index of the population. There are 435 Mem
bers of the House, and the State of New York, on a popula
tion basis, has 45, which is more than 10 percent. The 
population of the State of New York is more than 10 percent 
of the population of the United States. The Senator knows 
that conditions are probably far worse in the city of New 
York than in any other city in the country. 

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
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Mr. BROWN of Michigan. I will yield in a moment. 

Overcrowding is probably worse there than in any other 
place. Is not the Senator a little unfair in seeking to place 
in the bill a limitation of 10 percent? That is a very real 
limitation so far as New York is concerned, but it is no limi
tation at all so far as Nevada, New Mexico, or even Mary
land or Michigan are concerned. 

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. BROWN of Michigan. I yield. 
Mr. TYDINGS. Would the Senator think that 15 percent 

would be fair to New York? 
Mr. BROWN of Michigan. No. I am opposed to the 

amendment of the Senator from Maryland and the amend
ment of the Senator from Colorado, and I think the Sena
tor will admit-in fact, I think he has admitted-that 10 
percent is altogether too narrow a limitation and is unfair 
to those places where conditions are the worst. 

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Certainly. 
Mr. TYDINGS. The Senator fails to mention the fact 

that housing primarily is a local and not a national problem. 
Mr. BROWN of Michigan. That is true. 
Mr. TYDINGS. And I think when the Federal Treasury 

puts up $700,000,000 in the form of a loan to local authori
ties, unless the Congress spreads that money so as to con
duct the campaign on a national scale, there may be no 
justification for the Federal act. 

The Senator from Maryland, in order to make the pro
gram national in scope, made the sole . qualification that 
not more than 10 percent would be used in any one State. 
If 30 or 40 percent of the money is to be used in New York 
State, then, in my judgment, there ought not to be any 
Federal legislation enacted on the subject 

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. I agree with that; and i! the 
Senator would make the limitation somewhere around 20 
vercent, I think it would be reasonable, because I do not 
want New York to have more than 20 percent; but I cer
tainly think it is unfair to limit it to a figure that is below 
its proportion of the population of the United States. 

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. BROWN of Michigan. I yield. 
Mr. TYDINGS. The Senator from Missouri [Mr. CLARK] 

has just been conversing with me about that subject. I 
can conceive that 10 percent might be too narrow a limita
tion for any one State, particularly New York State. The 
Senator from Missouri suggested that 15 percent perhaps 
would be more equitable. The substitute amendment is be
fore the Senate and open to amendment. If the Senator 
from Michigan will propose to amend the substitute by 
offering an amendment to make it 15 percent instead of 10 
percent, I shall not oppose it; but to have no limitation, I 
think, would be equally bad. 

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. I wish to say to the Senator 
that I am in favor of leaving that matter to the authority 
when it is created. 

Mr. President, in regard to the amendment proposed by the 
Senator from Colorado [Mr. ADAMS], or by both Senators 
from Colorado, it seems to me that it likewise is unfair. It 
provides that the sums allotted to any one State shall be 
based on the proportion the population of such State bears 
to the entire population of the country. ·&the Senator from 
Oklahoma [Mr. LEE] said, there is no question that the need 
is much greater in the larger States of the country. In con .. 
r..ection with the project as to which the senior Senator from 
Colorado has been a leader, the matter of the reclamation, 
I have not found him proposing an amendment providing 
that not more than 10 percent of the funds should be ex .. 
pended in any one State. Certainly New York and Illinois 
and Pennsylvania and Michigan have not obtained money 
out of the reclamation funds. The same thing is true of 
the various farm measures that have been submitted. 

I take it from the speech of the senior Senator from Colo .. 
rado that he takes the view that unless we can clear up the 
entire situation at one fell swoop by the appropriation of 
sufficient money to take care of a.ll slum clearance in every 

part of the country we ought not to do anything at all. It 
seems to me that is the logical conclusion which he reaches 
in his argument; but, of course, we cannot do that. We 
cannot clear up any such situation by an appropriation in 
any one year or any three years. We have got to go at the 
thing slowly. That is what we are trying to do in this bill. 

Now, just one other observation with respect to both the 
amendments referred to. I have spent most of my time in 
the Congress in the House of Representatives, which has 45 
Members from the great State of New York. I cannot re .. 
call, Senators, a single instance where those 45 votes from 
the State of New York and the votes of Representatives 
from other industrial areas, such as Massachusetts, Con
necticut, Rhode Island, Pennsylvania, and other States, have 
not supported reasonable farm legislation when it meant 
very, very little to their sections of the country; nor did I 
ever hear anyone propose, in the course of the consideration, 
tax bills, leVYing, we will say, income taxes upon the people 
of the country, to add a proviso. that not more than 10 per
cent of the total of all taxes should be c.ollected from any 
one State or that taxes should be based on population. The 
State of New York will pay a very large part of the expense 
of this bill. I do not wish to criticize the junior Senator 
from New York, but I think, as I stated to him on the floor 
the other day, that he would be in a little better position 
if he frankly admitted that this is a bill for the purpose 
of clearing slums in the great cities of the country; for that 
is what it primarily is. I think he could well plant his 
case upon that broad foundation. I think it is a city bill; 
arid I think the Senator from New York can appeal to those 
who come from metropolitan areas and those of us who 
come from farm areas-and I represent, in part, a State 
that has a very diversified industry and diversified farm
ing-to support his bill on the basis that it is ·a city bill. 
AJ3 I have said, it is primarily that. 

So I hope that the representatives from the rural areas 
will join with the great junior Senator from New York in 
supporting this bill and in not defeating it by stiffing amend
ments which will make it a measure which can do none of 
the things that its author seeks to accomplish. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President--
Mr. BROWN of Michigan. I yield to the Senator from 

Idaho. 
Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, representatives from the 

rural sections of the country will have no difficulty, in my 
judgment, in following the Senator from Michigan in his 
suggestion if those who are responsible for the pending 
measure will put proper limitations in it so that we may 
not fe·el that the money made available will be expended 
in the great cities without any tangible result. We have 
many examples about us now of projects which have been 
undertaken and which are worse than failures and which 
have cost the taxpayers a tremendous sum. 

So far as I am concerned, I am interested in this bill 
solely as a slum-clearing proposition; and I am prepared 
to support it whether or not a dollar of the money to be 
expended under it comes to my State if I can be convinced 
that proper safeguards are thrown about the expenditure 
so that a result will be effectuated in the clearing of slums. 
I cannot in the name of slum clearance vote for unlimited 
and unrestrained waste of public money. My vote on this 
measure will depend upon what restrictions are thrown 
around the expenditures. 

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Let me ask the Senator from 
Idaho if he does not believe that the fact that the provisions 
of the bill are primarily to be administered by local au
thorities is a step in the right direction. The Federal Gov
ernment is not going to expend this money. It is going 
to be loaned to local agencies interested in the proper and 
economical construction of the buildings for the purposes 
intended by the bill and interested in making it a success. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. BROWN of Michigan. I yield. . 
Mr. COPELAND. I think one situation 1s overlooked in 

the debate. The bill is general in character. It covers not 



8262 .CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE AUGUST 5 
only cities such as mfne but extends into the rural sections 
as well. If there were to be a limitation. it should be upon 
the number of persons accommodated by the new buildings. 
It costs two or three times as much to provide a room in 
New York City as it does to provide a room in some rural 
section. That fact must not be overlooked. In a great city 
like New York there are building standards which must be 
met. They increase the cost, because the element of fire 
protection must always be given consideration. Further 
than that, the prevailing wage in the cities is very much 
greater than in the country. If we were to give New York 
State 10 percent of the total, that would accommodate per
haps one-fourth as many as might be provided for by the 
same sum in some other part of the country. That should 
not be overlooked. 

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. I think the Senator iS entirely 
correct about that. · 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Certainly. 
Mr. BARKLEY. I have been very much impressed by the 

Senator's remarks, because they show he has a clear com
prehension of the task before us and the objectives of the 
bill. What we are seeking to do iS not only to make the 
slum regions habitable but to raise the standards of living 
in those regions and among those people. Is it not true 
that in proportion as we are able to do that in the congested 
sections of the country, we automatically raise the average 
standard of citizenship throughout the United States? 

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. I thank the majority leader. 
He is absolutely correct. · 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I am in accord with the 
views expressed by the junior Senator from Oklahoma 
£Mr. LEEJ. Slums are a menace to the health and haP
piness of millions of Americans and it is our duty to pro
vide for their demolition wherever they exist. I realize that 
the pending bill is but a modest beginning in that direc
tion, and I am more than willing to lend my aid to the 
proposal in the hope that eventually all those of low in
comes may be afforded a decent place in which to live, 
commensurate with their eaniings. I desire to submit a 
few remarks with reference to certain statements made on 
yesterday by the senior Senator from Maryland [Mr. 
TYDINGS] and the junior Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD]. 
It is not my purpose to undertake to defend what has been 
done in the past with reference to the building program 
undertaken by the Resettlement Administration. I agree 
with the Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD] that there was 
some extravagance. All of us must realize that in 1933 when 
President Roosevelt took office something had to be done 
immediately by the Government in order to feed and 
clothe those in need. We had no set plans to guide us. 
We were at sea. Starving people could not wait for the 
charting of a course. We had to take conditions as they 
then existed and, of necessity, quite . a few unnecessary 
ventures were undertaken. 

When the original housing bill was first considered by the 
Committee on Education and Labor, of which committee I 
am privileged to be a member, there were a number of objec
tions urged. Among them the outstanding one, to my way 
of thinking, was the provision in the bill that authorized 
the expenditure of $1,000,000,000, with a subsidy on the part 
of the Federal Government of something like $2,600,000,000 
spread over a period of 60 years. It was thought by some 
of us on the committee that the subsidy was out of propor
tion to the initial amount to be expended and that limita
tions should be placed in the bill as to the amount the 
Government should expend for subsidy purposes. Hence we 
have in the substitute bill a yearly subsidy not in excess of 
$20,000,000. Another objection was that the bill did not 
provide for mandatory slum clearance. The Senate has seen 
fit to incorporate a provision in the substitute bill so as to 
take care of that situation. Yesterday the Senator from 
Virginia [Mr. BYRD] took the position that the Federal Gov
ernment would not only subsidize the lessees of the proposed 
projects to the extent of $2 or $3 per room, but that the 

provisions of the bill would allow the local housing authori
ties enough money to retire the entire debt. He stated that 
under the subsidies provided in the bill the Government 
would pay to the extent of 75 percent of the amount of rent, 
so why not go the full limit arid make it 100 percent? 

A careful reading of the bill, I am sure, will not bear out 
the statement of the Senator from Virginia. We have in 
the bill a limit of not exceeding $20,000,000 annually for 
subsidy purposes. That figure was determined in this 
manner: The bill provides that the authority shall Within 
the next 3 years raise $700,000,000, and that a subsidy will 
be given by the Federal Government equal to 3 ¥2 percent of 
the investment. It was thought that in some cases the en
tire limit of 3 ¥2 percent might be used, whereas in other 
cases it might require only 2 to 3 percent. It was believed 
the average would not exceed 3 percent. Hence the amount 
of $20,000,000, which is a fraction over 3 percent of $700,-
000,000, was fixed as the limit to which the Government 
may be called upon for subsidies. These subsidies are to be 
allowed only to insure low rents and are not to be applied to 
words liquidating the indebtedness of the local authorities. 

On yesterday the Senator from Maryland [Mr. TYDINGS] 
took the position that a house costing $6,000 would require 
the man who rents it to pay on the basis of $50 a month. 
The figures he produced are those which are usually used 
by private capital in estimating the return on housing in
vestments and the like. He contended that the bill defeats 
its purpose, since it ·is the object of the proponent of the 
bill to provide low rents for those whose income was from 
$50 to $75 per month. 

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? ·1 
Mr. ELLENDER. I yield for a question. 
Mr. TYDINGS. The figures I used were not inclusive of 

land or administration costs, but were simply the cost of the 
buildings. 

Mr. ELLENDER. May I ask the Senator where did he 
obtain his figure? How did he arrive at the 10-percent 
basis that he mentioned during the course of the debate? 

Mr. TYDINGS. If four rooms cost $1,000 apiece, four 
rooms would cost $4,000. 

Mr. ELLENDER. That does not answer my question. 
May I agai.D. ask the Senator where he got his figure of 10 
percent? 

Mr. TYDINGS. From my own experience in having built 
some houses and sold them, and having built them as 
cheaply a.S I could, I find that I could not break even by 
making 10 percent on the capital outlay for building and 
ground. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Very well. That is the point I am try. 
ing to make; that is, that the Senator from Maryland is 
using 10 percent as his basis, which is the figure usually 
used by private capital as a just return on such investments. 

Mr. TYDINGS. Let me read to the Senator the entire 
break-down of the rent, if he would like to have it, so that 
he may know where I got my figures. 

Four thousand dollars would be the cost of the building, 
just the rooms without the land or administration cost 
added. On a normal basis used by a private concern, 10-
percent rent would be needed in order to carry the proposi
tion; for instance, insurance, depreciation, and upkeep. 
That would be $400; but under the bill the renter is en
titled to a subsidy as high as 3¥2 percent, which would make 
$140. One hundred and forty dollars subtracted from $400 
would leave $260 which the renter would have to pay. In 
the event that he gets the proposed subsidy, then the Gov
ernment would be lending the money without any interest at 
all because the amount of the subsidy is equivalent to the 
interest on the loan. Then the renter would have to pay in 
equal monthly installments $21.33 a month in order to pay 
his rent with the Government subsidy included, which 
means that if we gave the rooms to the low-income group, 
the man would take nearly half of his salary, assuming he 
was m.aking $50 or $60 a month, to pay his rent, notwith
standing the Government contributed $140 of the $400 
annual charge. 
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Now, if the Senator will yield just a moment further-
Mr. ELLENDER. No; I do not yield further at this time. 

The Senator made the same speech yesterday; and, be
sides, debate has been limited and I would like to make 
further observations of my own on the subject. 

Mr. TYDINGS. I thought the Senator wanted an answer 
to his question. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I asked the Senator where he obtained 
his figure of 10 percent, and he answered that question to 
my satisfaction. 

As I understood, the figures were taken from the Sena-
tor's own experience as a builder of homes to rent. 

Mr. TYDINGS. Will the Senator yield for a question? 
Mr. ELLENDER. I yield for a question. 
Mr. TYDINGS. Where does the Senator get his infor

mation? 
Mr. ELLENDER. From the recorded evidence taken 

before our committee. I will further inform the Senator in 
a minute. 

The reason why it is necessary for the Federal Govern
ment to come to the rescue of these unfortunates, those 
who are unable to pay high rents, is that private capital 
cannot cope with the situation. It expects more in return 
than persons of low incomes can pay. The Government is 
able to obtain money much cheaper than can the average 
individual. It has almost unlimited credit. If the Senator 
from Maryland will refer to page 13 of the report which 
accompanies the bill under consideration, he will find an
swer to the question he propounded to me a few moments 
ago. 

The bill provides that the rate of interest shall be the 
going Federal rate at the time the loan is made. The 
established rate of interest today, or at the time the state
ment to which I have referred was made, was 2¥..! percent; 
and the Authority proposes to borrow this money with the 
backing of the Government at that rate and loan it to the 
various local authorities at virtually the same rate. The 
local authorities will then grant mortgages for the repayment 
of the loans on the land and the buildings to be erected, and 
out of the revenues from those buildings the Authority is to 
be repaid. It must be remembered that the Federal Gov
ernment is not appropliating one penny of the $700,000,000, 
but is only guaranteeing the repayment of said sum should the 
Authority fail to collect. Let us see how the plan will work. 
It will be noted, as I have just stated, that on page 13 of the 
report accompanying the bill, appears a table. 
TABLE 9.-Computation of monthly rent per room, including heat, 

based on a capital cost of $1,000 per room 
Per room 

per month. 
Cost of capital, interest, and amortization on $1,000 at 2¥2 

percent and 60 years------------------------------------ $2.70 
Operating expenses--------------------------------------- 2.95 
Local taxes, full ad valorem, at 2 percent------------------ 1. 66 

Economic rent, using Government credit but without 
annual contributions_____________________________ 7. 31 

Maximum annual contribution per room (3¥2 percent on 
$1,000 capital cost; e. g., $35) --------------------------- 2. 92 

Rent with maximum annual contribution but paying 
full local taxes---------------------------------- 4. 39 

Deduct half taxes----------------------------------------- . 83 
Rent with maximum annual contribution and hal! 

local tax exemption______________________________ 3. 56 
I>educt ruut taxes---------------------------------------- .83 

Rent with maximum annual contribution and full local tax exemption_ _____________________________ 2.73 

By multiplying the figures in the above table by 100 or 1,000, the 
1-room example may easily be translated into 100- or 1,000-room 
low-rent housing projects. 

The basis for calculation, as will be observed, is $1,000 
per room. With that basis we can easily figure what $1,300 
per room would cost, or $1,500, or $2,000, but let us take 
for the purpose of this illustration the cost of $1,000 per 
room-it will be noted that the cost of capital, interest, and 
amortization of a $1,000 room will amount, per month, per 

room, to $2. 70. The amortization, of course, is spread over 
a period of 60 years, as is provided for in the bill. The 
operating expenses amount to $2.95. The local taxe~that 
is, the full amount of taxes for the municipalities and for 
the State-amount to $1.66; or a total per room of $7.31 
per month. Should the Government pay the maximum 
subsidy that is provided for in the bill, namely, 3¥2 percent 
of the $1,000 cost, it would amount, per month, per room, 
to $2.92, thereby making the cost per room $4.39. 

The local authority which will put up the building will 
no doubt make allowances for local taxes. From the fact 
that the Authority is of a quasi-public nature, it is to be 
assumed that the taxes will either be cut in half or prob
ably remitted in full. 

Assuming that half of the taxes are remitted, we deduct 
from the $4.39 to which I have just referred one-half the 
taxes, or 83 cents. That would mean a rental of $3.56 per 
month per room. Should all of the taxes be remitted, there 
would be a further deduction of 83 cents, or a minimum of 
$2.73 per room. 

I desire to say to the Members of the Senate that these 
figures have been presented to our committee by experts, 
men who, I believe, know what they are talking about. The 
:figures to determine amortizations were taken from Glover's 
actuarial tables which have been in use for many years. 

Permit me to further break down the figures that I have 
mentioned above, so as to give you a more vivid picture of 
the plan. 

The prevailing rate of interest at this time is 2¥..! percent. 
If 2¥..! percent, plus a fraction under three-fourths of 1 
percent, is paid yearly on $1,000 for a period of 60 years, 
that will have the effect of amortizing the said sum of 
$1,000 at the end of said period. In other words, the figure 
of $2.70 per month is the equivalent of $32.35 per year, 
which is the cost of both interest and principal for amortiz
ing $1,000 in 60 years. 

The amount of $2.95 per month,· per room, is equivalent 
to $35.40 per year per room. This figure represents the cost 
of heat and hot water, repairs, replacement of fixtures, and 
other items with a life of less than 60 years, the cost of 
operating the property, and allowances for vacancies and 
noncollections of rent. To be more exact and so that you 
can obtain more details, the sum of $35.40 per year per 
room is derived as follows: 
Repairs, 1 percent of cost------------------------------- $10. 00 
Replacement of fixtures and other items with life of less 

than 60 years, one-half of 1 percent of cost_____________ 5. 00 
Heat and hot water_____________________________________ 10. 00 
Insurance, maintenance, and administrative costs_________ 7. 77 
Allowance for vacancies and noncollections, 3 percent o! 

the annual rent--------------------------------------- 2.63 

Total-------------------------------------------~ 35.40 

I may state to the Senate that the figure of $35.40 per 
$1,000 per room per year, is based on the expense of the 
43 completed large-scale housing projects of the Federal 
Housing Administration. 

As to the figure of $1.68 per month for taxes, that repre
sents an annual tax of $20 per $1,000, or 2 percent ad 
valorem. The actual average assessment rate throughout 
the United States is about 2% percent of an SO-percent 
valuation, which is equivalent to 2 percent on real valuation. 
The fact that these buildings will be erected by local public 
authorities, I assume that there will be a full remission of 
taxes, because of the worthy nature of the undertaking. If 
that should happen, I say to the Senator from Maryland 
[Mr. TYDINGS] and to the Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD] 
that the maximum monthly rental per room costing $1,000 
will be not in excess of $2.79. These figures, Senators, I 
believe to be correct, and in my opinion refute the arguments 
of the able Senators just mentioned. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The time of the Senator 
from Louisiana on the amendment has expired. 

Mr. GLASS and Mr. McNARY suggested the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The clerk will call the rolL 

• 
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The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following 

Senators answered to their names: 
Ada~ Connally Elng 
Andrews Copeland La Follette 
Ashurst Davis Lee 
Austin Dieterich Lewis 
Batley Donahey Lodge 
Barkley Ellender Logan 
Berry Frazier Lonergan 
Btlbo George Lundeen 
Black Gerry McAdoo 
Bone Gillette McCarran 
Borah Glass McGill 
Bridges Green McKellar 
Brown, Mich. Gu1fey McNary 
Brown, N.H. Hale Maloney 
Bulkley Harrison Minton 
Bulow Hatch Moore 
Burke Herring Murray 
Byrd IDtchcoc:t. Neely 
Byrnes Holt Nye 
Capper Hughes O'Mahoney 
Chavez Johnson, Call!. Overton 
Clark Johnson, Colo. Pepper 

Pittman 
Radcliffe 
Reynolds 
Schwartz 
Schwellenb&ch 
Sheppard 
Shlpstead 
Smith 
Steiwer 
Thomas, Okla. 
Thomas, Utah 
Townsend 
Truman 
Tydings 
Vanden hera 
VanNuys 
Wagner 
Walsh 
Wheeler 
White 

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. President, I announce the absence for 
the record of the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. DuFFY] and 
the Senator from Georgia [Mr. RussELL], who have gone 
abroad on Government business. 

The Senator from Arkansas [Mrs. CARAWAY] is detained 
from the Senate by illness. 

The Senator from Idaho [Mr. PoPEl is absent on official 
business. 

The Senator from New Jersey [Mr. SMATHERS] is absent on 
account of illness in his family. 

I ask that this announcement stand for the day. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Eighty-six Senators hav-

ing answered to their names, a quorum is present. · 
The Chair will state the parliamentary situation. '11le 

Senator from Maryland [Mr. TYDINGS] offered a substitute 
for an amendment offered by the senior Senator from Colo
rado [Mr. A.DAMSJ. The junior Senator from Colorado [Mr. 
JoHNSON], seeking to perfect the amendment of the senior 
Senator from Colorado, offered an amendment to insert the 
words ''District of Columbia" in several places. The ques
tion now is on the perfecting amendment of the junior 
Senator from Colorado to the amendment of the senior 
Senator from Colorado. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, may we have the amendment 
reported? 

Mr. WAGNER. Mr. President, I promised the Senator 
from Maryland that when his amendment was being con
sidered I would get word to him so that he could be present. 
I do not want to have action taken on his amendment in his 
absence. I understand from Senators around me that he is 
on his way to the Chamber. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Idaho 
has asked that the amendment be reported. The clerk will 
.state the amendment offered by the senior Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. ADAMS], together with the perfecting amend
ment offered by the junior Senator from Colorado [Mr. 
JOHNSON]. 

Mr. BARKLEY. A parliamentary inquiry. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator will state it. 
Mr. BARKLEY. Is it not true that the senior Senator 

from Colorado in effect agreed to modify his amendment 
by accepting the language of the amendment of the junior 
Senator from Colorado? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. That is not the parlia
mentary situation. '11le parliamentary situation is that the 
senior Senator from Colorado did accept the amendment of 
the junior Senator. from Colorado as it was printed and 
lying on the table. Since that time the junior Senator from 
Colorado has added the words "the District of Columbia" 
to his amendment. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I thought the senior Senator from Colo
rado modified his amendment by accepting the amendment 
offered by the junior Senator from Colorado. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Clerk will state the 
amendment offered by the senior Senator from Colorado 

• 

[Mr. ADAMs], to which the junior Senator from Colorado 
[Mr. JoHNSON] has offered an amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. It is proposed to insert at the proper 
place the following: 

SEC. -. (a) All amounts made avallable pmsuant to this act 
for each fl.scal year for loans, annual contributions, or capital 
grants by the Authority to public housing agencies shall be appor· 
tioned by the Authority among the several States in the ratio 
which the population of each State bears to the total population 
of all the States as shown by the latest available Federal census. 
The first such apportionment shall be made and certified to the 
Secretary of the Treasury within 30 days a.fter the date of enact· 
ment of this act, and thereafter each such apportionment shall 
be made and certified to the Secretary of the Treasury at the 
beginning of each fiscal year. 

(b) So much of the amounts so apportioned to any State for 
any fiscal year as remains unexpended at the close thereof shaU 
be available for expenditure in that State until the close of the 
succeeding fiscal year. Any amount so apportioned to any State 
which is unexpended at the end of the period during which it is 
available for expenditure as herein provided shall be reappor· 
tioned, within 60 days thereafter, to all the States in the same 
manner and on the same basis, and certified to the Secretary 
of the Treasury in the same way, as 1t it were being apportioned 
under this section for the first ttme. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The clerk will now state 
the amendment to the amendment, suggested by the junior 
Senator from Colorado. 

-The CHIEF CLERK. It is proposed to modify the amend
ment by adding, on page 1, line 5, after the word "States", 
the words "and the District of Columbia"; on line 5, after 
the word "State", to insert the words "or the District of 
Columbia"; on line 6, after the word "States", insert the 
words "and the District of Columbia"; on page 2, line 7, 
after the word "State", to insert the words "or the District 
of Columbia"; on line 9, after the word "State", to insert 
the words "or the District of Columbia"; on line 11, after 
the word "State", to insert the words "or the District of 
Columbia"; on line 14, after the word "States", to insert the 
words "and the District of Columbia." 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agree
ing to the amendment to the amendment. 

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, I desire to speak briefly 
on my proposed substitute. In order that it may be abso
lutely fair, it has been suggested that 10 percent may be too 
restrictive, and I therefore wish to modify my amendment 
and make the figure 15 percent. 

'11le PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator has a right 
to modify his amendment. and he modifies it by striking out 
"10" and inserting "15." 

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, the bill before us is a hous
Ing bill and a slum -clearance bill, and that is all it is, and 
certainly, if it is a slum-clearance bill, where the slums are 
is the place to which we should address the expenditure of 
the money. 

There is no doubt in the world that the largest city 1n the 
Union, New York, because of its great size, will be entitled to, 
and should receive, a large portion of any funds appropriated 
for slum clearance. On the other hand, it should not be 
forgotten that there are other large cities in the country where 
slums also exist, and where an equitable proportion of the 
money should be expended. It seems to me; therefore, that 
the proposition to divide up the money 'Just by States on a 
basis of population overlooks the tremendous objective to 
which the proposed legislation is directed. On the other 
hand, a limitation of 15 percent as a maximum to any one 
State does put a limitation upon all the money being used as 
a local rather than a national activity. 

I ask the attention of the Senator from Louisiana to the 
figures. I do not believe many Senators have had an oppor
tunity of analyzing the bill. One reason why there should be 
a limitation on the money to be expended in any one State is 
the fact that the Government is going to lend $700,000,000, 1s 
going to lend it in 3 years, and then it will be gone, and there 
will stand an obligation against the Treasury of the United 
States. 

We have provided 1n the blll that, 1n addition to lending 
the money, the Government shall pay its part of the rent of 
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the houses when they are built and occupied for as long as 
60 years. After the money is loaned, after the house is 
erected, after the Government has put up all of the money, 
$700,000,000, the obligation of the Government does not stop. 
Under the bill, for as long as 60 years the Government must 
then pay a monthly subsidy to the tenant equal to 3¥2 per· 
cent per annum of $700,000,000. 

Now, let us break that down. It has been said that this 
money is only being loaned, that it is all to be returned to 
the Treasury. I say that is not true, and I can prove it, I 
think, beyond the peradventure of a doubt. 

The bonds of the Government will be sold, and we will 
assume that they are sold on a basis of 2 ¥2 or 3 or 3 ¥2 per
cent. The Government immediately is charged with 2¥2 or 
3 or 3¥2 percent annual interest on the loans. The only 
security for the loans is the houses which are built in the 
place of slums, and the rents that come therefrom. 

How are the rents to be fixed? The Senator from New 
York yesterday said that a limit of cost of a thousand dollars 
per room was too small, that in New York City rooms could 
not be built for a thousand dollars a room. 

Mr. WAGNER. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. TYDINGS. Not in every case, but in some cases. 
Mr. WAGNER. I am going to refer to something else, also. 
Mr. TYDINGS. I have only 15 minutes. 
Mr. WAGNER. In addition to the project itself being se

curity for the loan, the Government may also require the 
bonds of the locality, as in the case of every other such loan 
the Government has made. 

Mr. TYDINGS. It may. 
Mr. WAGNER. But we have to trust that the authority 

is going to get all the security needed for the loans. 
Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, I do not want to be con

tentious, but I doubt very much whether many municipal 
bonds will be put up as security for these loans. Be that as 
it may, however, the Senator from New York and Mr. Post, 
in the pamphlet that was passed around among Senators, 
said that we ought to have a limitation, not of $1,000 a room 
but of $1,750 a room. Keep that figure in mind. 

Let us build a house, and let us build it at a cost of $1,750 
a room. How much would it cost? Four rooms, then, will 
cost $7,000, and the annual rent on a 10-percent basis, ac
cording to my calculation, WQuld be $700. The Government 
subsidy paid to the tenant would be $245 a year. That would 
leave the tenant to pay $455 a year, or $38 a month. That 
$38 a month is after the Government contributes 3¥2 per
cent of the total cost of the house and the subsidy for 60 
years. 

Where does that bring us? Yrrst of all, the bill provides 
that the house must be occupied by a person earning $50 
or $60 or $70 a month. Query: Can a man making $70 a 
month pay the Government $38 a month, which he will have 
to pay, even with the Government subsidy? 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. TYDINGS. I desire to conclude, but I yield. 
Mr. ELLENDER. Has the Senator made a study of the 

table that I referred to a few minutes ago and that will be 
found on page 13 of the report accompanying the bill? 

Mr. TYDINGS. No; I have not. 
Mr. ELLENDER. It is a pity the Senator has not done so. 
Mr. TYDINGS. I have made some study, and it is a pity 

that some other Senators did not make one on their own 
initiative, instead of accepting the figures of people who 
have a personal interest in the enactment oZ the pending 
bill. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I have checked the figures presented by 
me to the Senate, and I am convinced that they are 
accurate. 

Mr. TYDINGS. If the Government gives a 3%-percent 
subsidy to the tenant in these rooms, then the Government 
gives to the tenant the equivalent interest that it would 
receive from the bonower to pay the interest on a. national 
obligation. We cannot get away from that. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. TYDINGS. I yield. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Is it not provided that the current or 
established rate of interest at the time the loan is made 
shall be paid by the borrower? 

Mr. TYDINGS. Yes; but if he pays you, and you give 
it back to him again, then you still must raise the money 
to pay the interest on the bonds that the public holds. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, this table shows-
Mr. TYDINGS. Let me finish. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HATCH in the chair) • 

Does the Senator from Maryland yield to the Senator from 
Louisiana? 

Mr. TYDINGS. I decline to yield because my time is 
limited. If I had more than 15 minutes, I should be de
lighted to yield to the Senator from Louisiana. 

There can be no question that the Government cannot 
give to these tenants 3% percent in a rent subsidy, which is 
equivalent to the interest which these bonds will earn, and 
have the money in the Treasury to pay the interest on the 
bonds at the same time. If one needs 3 ¥2 dollars to pay a 
debt, and he gets those 3 ¥2 dollars in his hand, and then he 
gives away the 3¥2 dollars to someone, he does not have the -
3 ¥2 dollars. And that does not take into consideration the · 
sinking-fund requirement. How long do these bonds run, I 
will ask the Senator from Louisiana? 

Mr. ELLENDER. Sixty years. 
Mr. TYDINGS. Sixty years. Very well. How much will 

we pay a year? Let us say that we shall probably pay 2 
percent a year. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I refer the Senator from Maryland to 
the table to which I previously referred, and I am sure he 
can get his answer from that table. I am sorry that the 
Senator was not in the Chamber the entire time that I pre
sented my argument. I gave in detail the monthly rent, 
per room, costing $1,000. 

Mr. TYDINGS. At any rate, the Senator will not con
tend that the Government is not authorized under this bill 
to contribute 3 ¥2 percent of the total cost of these projects 
in the form of a rent subsidy? 

Mr. ELLENDER. The limit is $20,000,000 per annum .. 
Mr. TYDINGS. That is all right. Three percent of 

$700,000,000 is $21,000,000. 
Mr. ELLENDER. Three percent. Correct. 
Mr. TYDINGS. That is what I am talking about. Three 

percent of $700,000,000 is $21,000,000. So the reason there 
ought to be a limitation providing that no one State shall 
get all of this money is because, as this bill is drawn, it is 
not unreasonable to assume that sufficient revenue will not 
be received from these projects or from the municipalities 
that get them to pay ofi this obligation. 

If the Federal Government wants to give away $700,000,-
000 for slum clearance that is one thing, but Senators ought 
to realize that under this bill as it is drawn the probabil
ities are that the Government will not receive from these 
houses either the interest or the sinking fund requirement, 
because, in the first place, we are providing that the ten
ants shall be persons who do not earn more than $60 or $70 
a month, who cannot earn more than that, and, on the other 
hand, we are building a house which in many cases must 
rent for $38 a month even after the Government has given 
its subsidy. Here is a man making $60 or $70 a month
one of the poor, for whom we all cry and for whom all our 
hearts bleed, and we are going to put him in a house and 
ask him to pay a rent of at least $38 a month, after the 
Government has made a liberal contribution to his rent, if 
the property is going to be repaired, kept insured, and 
operated. 

Mr. WAGNER. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. TYDINGS. I yield; and I shall be delighted to yield, 

but I request Senators to ask me questions, and as brieflY 
as possible, so that I may finish my argument. · 

Mr. WAGNER. The Senator can take it from my time. 
Mr. TYDINGS. I cannot do that. 
Mr. WAGNER. The Senator keeps reiterating; and I do 

not think it is fair to the municipalities, that this particular 
money which is to be bon:owed for the purpose of clearing 
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slums is not going to be repaid by the municipalities; and I 
appeal to the Senator not to constantly indict the municipali
ties of our country and say that they are going to default on 
their loans. 

Mr. TYDINGS. I understand what the Senator wants. I 
will clear that up right now. The Senator is not asking me 
a question. 

Mr. WAGNER. May I ask the Senator whether it is not 
true that the record of the R. F. C. on loans made to munici
palities, and the record of the P. W. A. on loans made to 
municipalities, is 100-percent repayment of the loans, and 
that, as a matter of fact, in some cases the Government has 
made money? 

Mr. TYDINGS. That is true. 
Mr. WAGNER. Why would it not be true in this case? 
Mr. TYDINGS. The R. F. C. is not subsidizing those who 

borrow the money by giving them back the interest. The 
R. F. C. is demanding 115 cents of security to get a dollar, 
a.nd then it is collecting the Interest, and then it is putting 
in management. Under this bill we do not require any more 
security in the first instance than the buildings themselves, 
and then when we get the interest on the loan which we 
have guaranteed we turn around and pledge ourselves to give 
it to these tenants for 60 years as a subsidy. How in the 
name of common sense can we give the interest back to those 
who are living in these houses and pay the interest on the 
bonds at the same time? How are we going to have our 
sinking fund? 

I do not want to throw cold water on the slum-clearance 
proposition, but if that is not the naked truth, as written 
into this bill, then I cannot read the English language. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. TYDINGS. I yield. 
Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Does the Senator mean to say that 

the taxpayer will be taxed to pay 3¥2 percent on $700,000,000 
for 60 years, and then also pay the retirement requirements 
a.nd amortization? 

Mr. TYDINGS. Let me answer the Senator by sayiog 
that alrea.dy we are contributing $21,000,000 under the 
terms of this very bill, in black and white, in plain English; 
to be used by the authority to give a subsidy to the tenants 
in the houses; so that with what they are able to pay, plus 
what the Government gives them, they can pay the rent. 
So that the whole $21,000,000 is given away by the Govern
ment this year, and that is the equivalent of 3 percent on 
$700,000,000. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. And it will take $20,000,000 a year for 
60 years at that rate? 

Mr. TYDINGS. Yes; that is correct . We authorize the 
authority to make contracts up to 60 years in the future; 
and to contribute 3% percent of the total cost of the build
ing as a subsidy to reduce the rent. True, the authority 
can, in the first instance, make contracts for 20 years 
only, but the power is given in the bill to extend those con
tracts in 10-year periods, after the first 20 years, for a 
maximum of 60 years. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
. Mr. TYDINGS. I yield. 

Mr. BORAH. The Senator's argumf;nt seems to me to 
go against passing this bill at all. 

Mr. TYDINGS. It is practically that as the bill is writ
ten, as I see it. 

Mr. BORAH. How would limiting its terms, according to 
the Senator's argument, remedy the situation? 

Mr. TYDINGS. I shall be glad to answer that question. 
If the bill is going to be passed, anyway, in spite of the 
facts I have brought out, then all the more reason exists 
:why no community should make a local project out of it, 
and the whole National Government should be out $700,
ooo,ooo. If we are going to do it in this way, then all the 
more reason exists why it ought to be a national raUler 
than a local problem. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time of the Senator 
from Maryland has expired. 

The question is on the amendment of the junior Senator 
from Colorado [Mr. JoHNSON] to the amendment of the 
senior Senator from Colorado [Mr. ADAMS]. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I merely wish to have some 
further information from the Senator from Maryland. The 
Senator from Maryland has made a powerful indictment 
against this bill. I do not care for the State of Idaho to 
share in that kind of thing; but I do not see anything in 
his amendment except the fact that he is dividing up the 
figures so that all the States will have a part of the spoils 
and at the same time share a part of the obligations. 

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. BORAH. I yield. 
Mr. TYDINGS. That was not my intention. 
Mr. BORAH. I know that was not the intention, but is · 

that not the effect of it? Let me say further that I want to 
support a bill if I can find it in proper terms, to help clear 
up slums in the city of New York and other cities. I know 
perfectly well it is not going to benefit the portion of the 
country from which I come. I do not expect that; I do not 
seek it, and I do not think the people out there are seeking 
it. But I do not want to go on a wild-goose chase with 
reference to slums, and in a few years have loaded on my 
portion of the country at least, by reason of my vote, a per .. 
feet failure. It seems to me the Senator's substitute does 
not cure. that situation. 

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. BORAH. I yield. 
Mr. TYDINGS. The Senator will notice that yesterday I 

voted with the Senator from Virginia in the hope that we 
could hold these prospective rentals down to a figure which 
would not make the analysis which I have just made pos
sible, and I am doing everything I can to throw additional 
safeguards around the bill, and I may finally vote either for 
or against it, depending upon how it stands at the time of its 
completion. But what we are dealing with now is a certain 
provision of the bill, and as it stands all the money could be 
spent in one or two States. I do not say it would. To my 
way of thinking that is wrong. 

Mr. BORAH. Is it wrong? New York City has its slum 
situation, and if we go into slum clearance a tremendous 
effort will be required and a tremendous amount of money 
will be required. 

Mr. TYDINGS. That is correct. 
Mr. BORAH. Why go into it upon a basis which will not 

effectuate any real results? 
Mr. TYDINGS. If the Senator will yield to allow me to 

answer that question, the Senator knows that, if we spend 
every single, solitary dollar of this money in New York, it 
would only provide for 175,000 families. 

Mr. BORAH. Exactly. I listened to that presentation 
very attentively because that, it seems to me, is the most 
powerful argument made against the measure. After we 
have done what we are proposing to do we have really gotten 
nowhere. 

Mr. TYDINGS. That 1s correct. 
Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator from 

Idaho upon what recognized theory of government it ever 
became the business of the National Government here in 
Washington to tax all the American people to clear up slums 
in certain specified parts of the country? 

Mr. BORAH. I do not know just when that was initiated. 
Mr. GLASS. Well, I know when it ought to be stopped. 
Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I rose to obtain from the 

Senator from Maryland an explanation of his amendment 
so as to determine for myself whether or not in voting for 
the amendment I would really minimize any of the evils 
which he has so graphically presented. 

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, will the Senator allow me 
to make a brief comment there? 

Mr. BORAH. Yes. 
Mr. TYDINGS. I do not claim that the amendment that 

1s now pending would eliminate the evils, but I do claim 
that if the amendrnent .should be adopted, and if the bill a.s 
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now constituted and framed should be passed and put into 
operation, and what I think will happen should happen, at 
least the $700,000,000 will not have become a local project, 
and whatever benefit there may be from demonstration 
otherwise will afford a useful lesson all over the country; 
whereas if the amendment should not be adopted, it is per
fectly possible that the whole lesson may be lost in one 
locality. I think it is too good a lesson to have one locality 
either know or not know. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will the Senator from 
Idaho permit me to ask the Senator from Maryland a 
question? 

Mr. BORAH. I yield. 
Mr. ELLENDER. Will the Senator from Maryland break 

down the 10 percent that he is speaking about? 
Mr. TYDINGS. I will be glad to do so. 
Mr. ELLENDER. What part of that 10 percent goes to

ward interest and what part goes toward repairs, and sa 
forth? I would be very much obliged to the Senator if he 
will consent to place that information in the RECORD. 

Mr. TYDINGS. I have not that information available, 
but, if the Senator would like to have it, I would be very 
glad to put the complete breakdown in the REcoRD. Let me 
ask the Senator, however, is it intended that the Govern
ment shall heat and light these buildings? 

Mr. ELLENDER. I did not understand the Senator. 
Mr. TYDINGS. Is it intended that the Government shall 

furnish water, and heat and light the buildings? 
Mr. ELLENDER. It is intended that the local authority 

shall furnish hot water and heat a11d shall make a charge 
therefor. 

Mr. TYDINGS. How much does the Senator estimate it 
will cost to heat one of these rooms? I want to see how 
the Senator has broken it down. 

Mr. ELLENDER. The estimated cost is $10 per year per 
room. I have taken the figures given to the committee. 

Mr. TYDINGS. By whom? 
Mr. ELLENDER. By Mr. Gray and Mr. Vinton. 
Mr. TYDINGS. Who is Mr. Gray and who is Mr. Vinton? 
Mr. ELLENDER. They are connected with the housing 

department here in Washington, I believe. 
Mr. TYDINGS. What experience have they had? 
Mr. ELLENDER. I have no personal knowledge, but-
Mr. TYDINGS. Then I do not think they are good 

witnesses. 
Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, if the Senator from Idaho 

will yield, let me say that Mr. Gray is the head of the 
Housing Division of the Public Works Administration. That 
is what his connection is, and he has been in charge of all 
public works that have been carried out under that depart
ment. Mr. Vinton is Chief of Research, Division of Suburban 
Resettlement, Resettlement Administration. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I thank the Senator from Kentucky 
for this information. 

Mr. BORAH. Why bring that up? 
Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will the Senator from 

Maryland furnish the information that I requested of him? 
Mr. LOGAN. Mr. President, I rise to a point of order. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator will state it. 
Mr. LOGAN. I understand the Senator from Maryland 

and the Senator from Louisiana both have used up their 
time, as announced by the Chair. So I think that some
one else is entitled to the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The floor was being oc
cupied by the Senator from Idaho. The Senator from 
Idaho yielded both to the Senator from Maryland and to 
the Senator from Louisiana. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Colorado. 
Mr. LOGAN. Mr. President, I make a further point of 

order. I desire to know if a Senator can occupy the fioor 
after the Senator who yielded to him has surrendered the 
fioor? The Senator from Idaho took his seat, but the 
Senator from Louisiana was still insisting that the Senator 

from Maryland proceed, and the Senator from Maryland 
had risen, and the two Senators were starting at it again 
when I made the point of order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair recognized the 
Senator from Idaho. When that Senator took his seat and 
surrendered the floor the Chair recognized the Senator 
from Colorado. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. President, I earnestly 
hope--

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Mr r President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Colo· 

rado yield to the Senator irom Minnesota? 
Mr. SIDPSTEAD. I wish to ask the Senator from Mary

land a question, if I may have the floor. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I will occupy the floor only 

for a few moments. 
Mr. SIDPSTEAD. Very well; I will wait. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. President, I have a very 

brief statement to make. I hope the substitute amendment 
offered by the Senator from Maryland will not prevail for 
the reason that under his amendment seven States would 
use up all this fund. 

Mr. LOGAN. Mr. President, I desire to make another 
point of order. The Senator from Colorado has made one 
speech and under the unanimous-consent agreement, which 
is in force, I make the point of order that he cannot now . 
make another one. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair is advised that 
the Senator from Colorado has already spoken on the pend
ing amendment. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. On my amendment but not 
on the substitute amendment. I am now speaking on the 
substitute amendment. In any event, I did not use my time 
on the bill, and I will now take time on the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Colorado 
is speaking on the bill? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Yes, sir. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Colorado 

may proceed. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. President, as I was say

ing, I hope the substitute amendment submitted by the 
Senator from Maryland will not prevail for the reason that 
under it seven States could receive all the benefits. Under 
the original amendment submitted by the Senator from 
Colorado all the 48 States-North Carolina, Florida, Colo
rado, New Mexico, and all the others-as well as the Dis
trict of Columbia would have an opportunity to come under 
the bill and make their applications. There is no money 
allocated to them, but they may make their applications, and 
if they can comply with the requirements of the authority 
they can get the money. The use of the funds would not be 
confined to seven States, as would be the case if the sub
stitute amendment submitted by the Senator from Maryland 
were adopted. I hope therefore his amendment may be 
defeated. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Mr. President, I wish to know if I 
understood the Senator from Maryland correctly a while ago. 
I believe he said that it had been stated during the debate 
that if all of the $700,000,000 were spent in the city of New 
York it would only take care of 175,000 families. Is that 
correct? 

Mr. TYDINGS. If the Senator will let me break that down, 
I will be glad to answer the question. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. I yield. 
Mr. TYDINGS. The bill proposes an expenditure of 

$700,000,000 for this purpose. At a cost of $1,000 a room that 
would provide 700,000 rooms. If there were two rooms to a 
family it would provide for 350,000 families; if there were 
three rooms to a family, it would provide for 233,333 families; 
if there were four rooms to a family-and heaven knows there 
will not be much slum clearance unless there are four rooms 
to a family-it would provide for only 175,000 families at only 
$1,000 a room. when the pamphlet we have here this morning 
says that we ought to allow $1_. 75~ a room, in which event. 
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instead of 175,000 families, we would only provide for 100,000 
families with $700,000,000 without the subsidy. That is onlY 
the first cost. Then the subsidy runs along for 60 years in 
addition to that. No one will dispute that on the floor of the 
Senate, I think. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Can the Senator give us any information 
as to how many families are living in the slums and are 
needing relief? 

Mr. TYDINGS. I do not think anyone knows. 
Mr. SIITPSTEAD. No estimate has been made. 
Mr. TYDINGS. No estimate has been made insofar as I 

have been able to find. No survey has been made at all. We 
just know that we have slums and are going to start to help 
the million.s who live in the slums by taking care of 100,000 
of them first. 

Mr. SIITPSTEAD. There are slums in Washington. Can 
anyone give us any information as to how many families live 
in the slums here and how much it would cost to eliminate 
the slums? 

Mr. TYDINGS. One estimate is that of the President, who 
said that one-third of the people of the United States are 
underhoused, underfed, and underclothed. That means that 
there are, roughly, about 9,000,000 families in that condition, 
and the bill will take care of 100,000 of them. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. SHIPSTEAD. I yield. 
Mr. WALSH. It appeared during the testimony of the 

present mayor of New York-not the next mayor of New 
York, the Senior Senator [Mr. CoPELANDJ-that the cost of 
the elimination of the slums in New York City ultimately 
might cost $1,000,000,000 and for the whole country as much 
as $15,000,000,000. 

Mr. SIITPSTEAD. Did the Senator say "billion dollars?" 
Mr. WALSH. Yes; in New York City alone. 
Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, is the Senator from Minne-

sota frightened at the use of the term "billion?" 
Mr. SHIPSTEAD. I am beginning to be afraid of it. 
Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President-
Mr. TYDINGS. Will the Senator from Mi.nnesota yield 

to me for a question before he takes his seat? 
Mr. SHIPSTEAD. I yield. 
Mr. COPELAND. I yield for a question. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Minne

sota [Mr. SHIPSTE..\DJ had the floor and the Chair under
stands surrendered the floor. Before recognizing the Sena
tor from New York the Chair desires to state that the Sena
tor from Colorado [Mr. JoHNSON] withdraws the perfecting 
amendment he offered to the amendment of his colleague, 
and the question now is on the substitute amendment of
fered by the Senator from Maryland for the amendment 
proposed by the Senator from Colorado £Mr. ADAMS]. 

Mr. COPELAND. It is about that that I wish to say some
thing. I think the Senator from Maryland was out of the 
Chamber a moment ago when I raised this point. The test 
should not be population; the test should be the number of 
persons who can be accommodated by the buildings erected 
to take the place of slums. 

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. COPELAND. Yes. 
Mr. TYDINGS. The Senator will recall that my modi

fied substitute does not deal with population. All it deals 
with is the provision that no State shall receive more than 
15 percent of the $700,000,000. 

Mr. COPELAND. Will the Senator change that to 20 per
cent? The reason I ask it is because in New York City, 
undoubtedly, it will cost twice as much per room to meet the 
fire requirements and the building standards and the pre
vailing wage as it will in a small city or in a rural district. 

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. COPELAND. Yes. 
Mr. TYDINGS. Knowing the Senator's great interest in 

humanity, medically as well as from other standpoints, I 
may say that if the Senator should offer an amendment to 
increase the limit of 15 percent to 20 percent, in view of 

my own knowledge of what a great city New York is and 
the terrific problem that exists there beyond that which 
exists in all other parts of the country, I do not believe I 
would be inclined to oppose it. 

Mr. COPELAND. I think the Senator should be generous 
and accept it himself, because, frankly, I do not want any 
restriction placed at all. I want to leave it to the authority. 

Mr. TYDINGS. If I accept 20 percent, will the Senator 
then help us to get the amendment in the bill? 

Mr. COPELAND. I am not going to promise that Uaugh
terl, but I hope the Senator will make it 20 percent. 

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, I do not know certainly, 
but I hardly think I could quote the junior Senator from 
New York. So, rather than to take additional time with 
this particular provision, if the sponsor of this bill, together 
with the senior Senator from New York, would be satisfied 
with a 20-percent limitation, I would not be inclined to 
quarrel over the 5-percent increase. I recognize the fact 
that New York City particularly needs this help more than 
does any other part of the country, but I still maintain that 
there ought to be a limitation somewhat in line with the 
one I have suggested. 

Mr. COPELAND. I do not see my colleague in the 
Chamber. 

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, I will modify my amend
ment again and make it read 20 percent instead of 15 per
cent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Mary
land modifies his amendment by changing 15 percent to 
20 percent. The question is on the modified amendment of 
the Senator from Maryland in the nature of a substitute 
for the amendment of the Senator from Colorado [Mr. 
.ADAMS]. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, the able Senator from Min
nesota [Mr. SHIPSTEAD] made a pertinent inquiry recentlY. 
with reference to the number of slums throughout the 
country. I invite attention to the report of the committee. 
on the pending bill, in which the following statement will 
be found on page 6: 

It is now a matter of general agreement that even before the 
depression commenced over 10,000,000 families in America, or 
more than 40,000,000 people, were subjected to housing condi
tions that did not adequately protect their health and safety. 
These unfortunate circumstances have been neither exclusively 
urban nor exclusively rural. The Department of Commerce Real 
Property Inventory of 1934, covering 2,400,000 family dwelling 
units in 64 representative cities, found that almost one-fifth of 
them were either definitely bad, though not beyond repair, or 
totally unfit for human occupation. In a governmental survey 
of rural housing, made last year, it was discovered that in over 
half of the American States four out of five of the rural homes 
had no running water and three out of four neither gas nor 
electricity. 

Mr. Gray of the P. W. A. housing department testified 
before the committee as follows: 

There is a.n urgent need for an immediate and extensive public 
program of slum clearance and housing for famllles of low in
come. It is generally recognized that there is a serious housing 
shortage in this country and that this condition is becoming more 
acute from month to month. In its report on the Wagner bill 
last year, your comm1ttee e:xpres...~ approval of an estimate which 
placed the number of dwelllng units needed in the next 10 years, 
to meet minimum physical standards and maintain family occu
pancy' standards as of 1930, at approximately 13,000,000, or 1,300,-
000 units yearly. Of this number I believe at least one-third, 
of 435,000 units yearly, are needed for fam.111es of low income. 
A precise estimate is unnecessary, however, because the need is 
obviously much greater, on whatever basis estimated, than we 
can reasonably hope to meet within the next few years through 
the activities of both private and public agencies. 

Other testimony was as follows: 
Senator DAVIS. What I was trying to get through my mind was 

how much do you suppose it would cost the city of New York 
and the United States Government to clear up the whole housing 
program of New York City-that is, to enable us to have housing 
sufficient to house everybody that 1s now living in what we might 
term tenements or slums? 

Mayor LAGUARDIA. To do a perfect job? 
Senator DAVIS. Yes. 
l4ayor LAGuARDIA. A little over a billion dollars. 
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Senator DAVIS. Now, you said here just a moment ago that prac

tically every city is in the same condition that New York 1s in. 
Mayor LAGUARDIA. That is right. 
Senator DAVIS. I agree with you, because 1n the last 25 years I 

have traveled in every city in the United States, and I have a 
very good impression as to what the situation is. What would 
you suppose would be the cost of doing tht.s job all over the 
country? 

Mayor LAGuARDIA. Why, an enormous cost; but I can tell you 
what the cost will be if we do not do anything. I think if we do 
nothing about it the cost wlll be tremendous 1n an increase in 
tuberculosis, in an increase in epidemic diseases, and so forth. 

Senator DAVIS. I agree with you on that, but I was just trying 
to get into my own mind the cost. I know what the general cost 
would be. 

Senator WALsH. I have an impression that last year the estl· 
mate was about $15,000,000,000. 

Senator WAGNER. The entire cost. England started about as 
modestly as we are starting here, and it grew and grew; but if 
we do not do anything we are going to have a sad day. 

Senator WALSH. Is that not the figure that appeared in the 
1 estimony last year, that it would cost about fifteen or twenty 
billion dollars? 

Senator WAGNER. To do the whole thi:pg, of course, which we 
are not attempting to do as yet. That 1s about what it was 
estimated. 

Senator WALsH. Applying the same situation that exists in New 
York to all the cities in the country the amount would be in 
that vicinity. 

Senator WAGNER. Yes. 

Mr. President, while I am on my feet I should like to call 
attention to another matter which has been under discussion 
here, namely, the question of the percentage of the income 
of persons of low income which they are obliged to pay 
for rent. As the Senate well knows I have been insisting 
upon provisions being incorporated in the bill which would 
require this particular group and the very lowest income class 
of our population to have the benefit of the housing facilities 
to be provided under the terms of the bill. 

I have in my hand a table showing the average monthly 
expenditures for rent and the percentage of the income 
spent for rent for all family types in various cities at income 
levels from $500 to $750 per year and from $750 to $1,000 
per year, sent to me by the Bureau of Labor Statistics, 
which, in a moment, I shall ask to have inserted in the 
RECORD. 

The table shows that the average rent per month of a 
family in Chicago, whose income is between $500 and $750 
per annum, for whites, is $22.90. The rent, therefore, rep
resents 43.9 percent of their total income. The bill pro
vides housing facilities for families of low income whose in
come is equal to :five times the amount of the rent to be 
charged and that such families, namely, those with incomes 
less than $750, shall be given preference in the occupation 
of the tenements. Criticism has been directed at efforts 
to :fix the proportion 4, or even 3, to 1, namely, that the 
people who may get the tenements shall be those who have 
an income only four or three times the amount of what 
their rent will be. Here are figures which show that white 
families in Chicago pay 43 percent of their income in rent. 

Let us see now about the Negro. In New York City the 
Negro with an income of $500 to $750 pays in rent $30.50, 
or 55 percent of his income in rent. 

Let us consider the group of incomes between $750 and 
$1,000. 

In Chicago white families with an income of $750 to $1,000 
pay $22.70 in rent, or 31.2 percent of their total income in 
rent. 

Taking one of the smaller cities of the West, Billings, 
Mont., families with an income of $500 to $750 average $21.40 
per month for rent, or 41.2 percent of their total income. 
In Dubuque, Iowa, they pay $19.30 per month in rent, or 
27.2 percent of their total income. 

I ask that the table may be inserted in the RECORD at this 
point for the purpose of indicating the importance of having 
all persons of the very lowest incomes who· now pay the 
highest percentage of their incomes for rent given the bene
fit of the provisions of the bill. 

There being no objection the table was ordered to be 
printed in the RECORDf as follows: 

TABLE n.-Average monthly rent and percent of fncome spent for 
rent, all family types and all occupations, at income levels, $500 
to $750 and $750 to $1,000, for selected cities, 1935-36 

Income of $500 to $750 Income of $750 to $1,000 

Cities Average Percent Average Percent 
rent per of total rent per of total 
month income month income 

Metropolis: 
Chicago (white) _______ $22.90 43.9 $22.70 31.2 
New York (Negro) _____ 30.~ 55.0 29.90 4o0.9 

Large cities: 
Atlanta: White _________ 13.60 25.9 H.90 20.6 Negro ____ ___________ 10.60 20.4 1L80 16.6 
Columbus (Negro) ______ H.OO 26.7 15.80 21.9 
Denver------------ 18.30 34.0 17.90 24.5 
Omaha __ ----------- 17.60 32.8 18.10 24.4 Portland ____________ 15.80 29.7 16.30 22.2 Providence_ ________ 18.20 34.9 18.50 25.6 

Middle-size cities: Aberdeen __________ 13.00 24.1 13.40 18.1 
Bellingham 12.50 23.8 12.80 17.3 Butte _________ ..,. ____ 19.30 35.1 18.40 25.3 
Columbia: White ______________ 

1LOO 20.7 13.60 18.9 Negro ___ ______________ 9.30 18.1 10.40 14.8 
Dubuque------------- 14.70 Zl.2 14.80 20.4 Everett ____________ 14.60 Zl. 0 14.60 19.7 Haverhill _____________ 20.70 38.8 2L40 29.4 
Mobile: White __________ 12.50 24.0 13.90 19.4 Negro_:_ _________ 8.30 16.3 9.10 12.9 Muncie ______________ 13.90 25.8 14.50 19.8 New Britain_ __________ 15.40 28.1 16.40 22.4 Pueblo _______________ 13.10 24.4 14.00 19.1 Springfield, ill __________ 16.90 32.3 18.10 24.8 
Springfield, Mo ______ 1L60 22.1 13.10 18.0 

Small-size cities: 
Albany: White ______________ 10.70 20.4 12.60 17A Negro ______________ 6. 70 13.2 7.00 10.2 Beaver Falls ____________ 14.50 26.9 16.30 22.2 Billings _________________ 21.40 41.2 20.80 28.0 Connellsville _________ 16.20 30.4 14.70 20.4 
Gastonia: White _________ 6.80 12.9 8.00 110 

Negro ___ 6. 70 13.6 7.80 "ILO 
Logansport __ 1LOO 2L2 1L80 16.4 Mattoon __________ 12.70 24.6 12.00 17.8 New Castle ____________ 16.90 317 16.60 22.7 Peru ______________ 1L60 21.8 12.60 17.2 Wallingford _____ .:_ ____ 19.10 34. g 17.50 24.3 Willimantic _________ 14.80 27.4 16.10 22.1 

Mr. WALSH. I ask also to have printed in the RECORD 
at this point a table which the able Senator from Florida 
[Mr. PEPPER] had inserted in the RECORD a few days ago, 
but which should -be repeated in connection with what I 
have said about the percentage of rent paid by those of 
low incomes. This table gives the average income of the 
lowest wage earners and producers in the United States. It 
shows that 10 percent of the population have incomes of 
less than $500, 39.8 percent have incomes of less than $1,000, 
and 80.7 percent of the people of the United States have 
incomes of less than $2,000. 

There being no objection, the tables were ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

General incomes in the United States 

1929 

$500 _____________________________________ _ 

$1,000_ ------------------------------
$2,000--- ----------------------------------------
$2,500_ ------------------·-----------------
$3,000_ --------------------------------$4,000 ______________________ . _______________ _ 

$5,000---------------------------------
$6,000---------------------------------$7,()()() _________________________________ _ 

$8.000-------------·----------------------
$9,000_ -----------------------------$10,000 __________________________________ _ 
$15,000 ______________________________________ _ 
$20,00() _______________________________ _ 

$25,000_ -------------------------------$.'30,()()() _____ : ____________________________ _ 
$40,000 _________________ • ___________ _ 

$50,000_-- ----------------------------------
$100,000_--- -------------------------------------.Over $100,000 ___________________________ ·-

Percent of Percent of 
popula- national 

tion income 

10.4 
39.8 
80.7 
88. 4 
9L7 
94.9 
96.4 
97.2 
97.8 
98.2 
98.5 
98.7 
99.2 
99. 6 
99.6 
99.7 
99.8 
99.86 
99.95 

.05 

7.1 
12. g 
43.3 
52.3 
57.0 
62.7 
66.2 
68.7 
70.6 
72.1 
73.4 
74.5 
78.2 
80.5 
82.0 
83.2 
84.9 
86.1 
89.! 
10.6 
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Farmers' incomes in the United Statea 

Amount 

$50() _________________________________________ _ 
$1,000 ______________________________ _ 

$2,000_ -------------------------------$2,6()() ____________________________________ _ 
$3,000 ______________________________________ _ 
$4,000 ______________________________________ _ 
$5,000 _____________________________________ _ 

$6,000_ ---------------------------
$8,000_ --------------·------------------$10,000 __________________________ _ 

$15,000--------·---------------------------

Percentage 
offannera 

so 
63.. 
88. 8 
93.8 
96.1 
98.3 
99. 2 
99.6 
00.86 
99.94 
99.99 

Percentage 
of total 
farmers' 

incomes in 
United 
States 

8.6 
32 
66.3 
Tl.3 
s:u 
00.5 
94.6 
96.5 
9'U 
99.1 
99.5 

Six hundred and fifty thousand farms covering 100,000,000 acres 
operated by over 500,000 farmers, where the farms are too poor to 
make possible the earning of a decent living. 

Forty-two percent of the total farm population is tenants; over 
10 percent rent land in addition to that that theY own; 47 percent 
of the farmers own their own land. 

From 1930 to 1935 there was over 200,000 increase in the number 
o! tenant farmers in the United States. 

AGRICULTURAL RELIEF 

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, I want to get some infor
mation, if I can. I suppose the only source of the informa
tion will be the distinguished Senator from Kentucky [Mr. 
BARKLEY] or the senior Senator from South Carolina rMr. 
SMITH]. 

A few moments ago a petition was presented to me, as it 
has been presented to other Senators. I do not remember 
the exact wording of the petition. 

Mr. BLACK. Mr. President, I should be glad to send the 
petition to the desk and have it read, so that the Senator 
may comment on it. I ask to have it read at the desk, to
gether with the names attached. 

Mr. HARRISON. I think it would be wise to have it read 
for the information of the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the clerk 
will read, as requested. 

The Chief Clerk read as follows: 
We, the following Senators, believe that 1t would be unwise to 

wait until January 1 for Congress to begin to consider general 
farm legislation. In order to make preparations to carry out a 
!arm plan, the farmers of the Nation should know o! that plan 
before January 1. 

A large proportion of the farmers of America make their plans 
and begin to prepare their soil during the autumn and winter 
months. Believing that it 1s imperative !or farm legislation to 
be enacted, we fUrther believe that congressional committees 
should make their studies and investigations and be able to re
port to this Congress by October 15, and that Congress should 
begin its consideration o! such legislation at that time. 

For these and other reasons we agree to use our best efforts to 
cause the reconvening o! Congress by October 15 to enact farm 
legislation 1f such legislation is not enacted by that time. 

Hugo L. Black, Theo. G. Bilbo, L. B. Schwellenbach, Allen J. 
Ellender, Carl A. Hatch, Geo. McGill, James E. Murray, 
Joseph F. Guffey, Fred H. Brown, Morris Sheppard, M. M. 
Logan, Claude Pepper, Tom Connally, Joseph C. O'Ma
honey (without commitment as to vote) , Robt. R. 
Reynolds, Geo. L. Berry, Herbert E. Hitchcock, Clyde L. 
Herring, James H. Hughes, H. H. Schwartz, Sherman 
Minton, E. C. Johnson, C. 0. Andrews, Elbert D. Thomas, 
W. J. Bulow, H. T. Bone, M. M. Neely, Kenneth Mc
Kellar, Ernest Lundeen, Walter F. George, John H. 
Overton, Frederick Van Nuys, William H. Dieterich, Pat 
McCarran, Bennett Champ Clark, Key Pittman, Robert 
F. Wagner, Harry Truman, Robert M. La Follette, Henrik 
Shipstead, Arthur capper. . 

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, when the petition wa~ 
presented to me I did not sign it, making the statement that 
I wanted to look into it. I have been led to believe from 
remarks made on the fioor of the Senate the other day by 
the Senator from South carolina [Mr. SmTHJ, chairman of 
the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, that that com
mittee had adopted a resolution or passed an order to the 
effect that it was impossible, in view of the information before 
them, or the lack of information at hand, to report on pro
posed legislation at this session of Congress, and that they 

further agreed to go out among the farmers themselves and 
make a study of the problem and be able to report at the 
next session of Congress. 

Personally, I should like to see a farm bill enacted at 
the present session of Congress if it were humanly possible 
to do so; but I see no reason for having the Senate or the 
Congress stay here if it is impossible to have the legislation 
enacted within a reasonable time. Not wishing to be placed 
in a false light, because of my name not being on the peti
tion, some persons perhaps being led to believe that I am 
not in favor of farm legislation, I sought the floor in order 
to ascertain from the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
SmTHJ if I was correct in the interpretation I placed upon 
his remarks the other day. I want to know just what is 
the situation; whether or not it is possible to pass a farm 
bill at this time, and what is the view of those who are in 
charge of the program with reference to this matter, so that 
it may be cleared up today on the floor of the Senate. 

Before the Senator speaks, I may say that I am one of 
the Senators who do riot believe in the formation of groups 
in this body. I believe it is best to handle things right out 
in the open, and not by petitions such as this one. I think 
we ought to have an understanding here on the floor of the 
Senate; and, if our minds can meet, we ought to see whether 
or not we can get together with those at the other end of 
the Capitol. I think that is the best way to formulate legis
lation and make a program. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I was utterly astonished 
when I was apprised that there was being circulated a peti
tion to the efied that either farm legislation should be 
passed at the present session, or Congress should be called 
back here on the 15th of October. It is hardly fair to the 
farmers of the country, who do not understand the situ
ation, to do this thing. 

The committee met and agreed that it was too late for any 
legislation at this session to affect the crop that is now 
coming on the market. In view of that fact, the members 
of the committee unanimously agreed that during the recess 
they would address themselves to an exhaustive study of 
the situation; that they would break away from the old 
custom of having hearings in Washington, and take the 
committee to the farmers themselves. explain what had 
been done and what was proposed to be done, and add to it 
whatever constructive suggestions were made by the farm
ers themselves. 

I believe the idea of going to the farmers themselves was 
suggested by the Senator from Mississippi-! think I am 
correct in that statement-and that ample time should be 
given to study the problem; that we should stop the annual 
piecemeal attempt to solve it; that we should take our 
vacations, and then go to the fields themselves, and find out 
just what reaction we should get from the real farmers 
themselves. 

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, I think the suggestion 
of going to the farmers themselves is a very wise one; but 
the Senator did not have me in mind? 

Mr. SMITH. Oh, I beg pardon. When I said "the Sena
tor from Mississippi", I meant the Honorable Mr. BILBO. 

Mr. President, let us review the situation in a common
sense way. In 1933 we started, at my instance, a measure 
of crop control on this premise: Cotton was then selling 
for 6 cents a pound, not as much as half the cost of pro
duction. We had a surplus of some 13,000,000 bales. I con
ceived the idea that if the Government would buy the cot
ton at 6 cents a pound and Sell it to the farmers in lieu of 
a new crop, the price would rise, and would repay the Gov
ernment, and certainly would repay the farmer, for he 
would already have a crop purchased at less than half 
what it would cost him to make one, the Government merely 
holding it in trust for him. That was done. The farmers 
kept the faith. The Government bought the cotton, and 
the farmers did not reproduce It. 

Next year, under the A. A. A., the Government inaugu .. 
rated a compulsory reduction. The farmers agreed to it. 
We did not make enough cotton in that year to meet ~ 
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requirements of domestic and foreign commerce. The next 
year the Supreme Court decided that the A. A. A. was un
constitutional, and we passed the soil-conservation bill, giv
ing benefit payments for the land that was not planted to 
cotton. The farmers responded to that; and for the 4 years 
the average production of American cotton has not been 
in excess of the domestic and foreign consumption. In 
fact, it has not been equal to it, because during those 4 years 
it was necessary to draw upon the 13,000,000-bale surplus 
to a point where that part of it now is only about 1,300,000 
bales. 

This year the Soil Conservation Act is in operation. There 
has been a slight increase, say, 10 percent, in the acreage 
devoted to cotton. Next week the Department of Agricul
ture will make an estimate of the production, and a little 
later on they will estimate the abandoned acreage. The 
bumper crops heretofore made were made on from 47,-
000,000 to 48,000,000 acres. The biggest crop ever made on 
tt•..at acreage was about seventeen and a half million bales. 
This year we have a total of a little less than 38,000,000 
acres planted to cotton. No man can tell what the produc
tion will be. The season has been better than heretofore, 
but cotton is essentially a sun plant; and with an excess of 
rain, or an abundance of rain, it goes to weed at the expense 
of fruit. 

I believe--and I hope everyone who hears me speak today 
will listen to this statement-that it is estimated that we 
shall have a 15,500,000-bale crop. I am of the opinion that 
whoever invests money upon this assumption will have a 
sad awakening. 

But to come back to the situation as it now stands, we are 
asked to pass a general farm bill, the nature of which has 
already been presented to both committees, and has not met 
the approval of the committees. This is a tremendous prob
lem; and it is to the everlasting shame of Congress that it 
has not devoted itself seriously as a body to studying the 
problem of agriculture as related to industry, and to try 
to formulate some law that would approximate the differ
ence in compensation between the two. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President-
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from 

South Carolina yield to the Senator from Idaho? 
Mr. SMITH. I yield. 
Mr. BORAH. This session of Congress convened in Jan

uary. It is now several days after the first of August. Why 
has there been this delay in taking up the farm question 
during all this time? 

Mr. SMITH. Simply because, in the opinion of most per
sons, there was no necessity for any additional farm legis
lation until we could get to the farmers themselves. We 
had the soil-erosion act, which I challenge any man here to 
read and say is not practically the A. A. A. The Senator 
from Idaho knows that it is. We are giving the farmers 
benefit payments. We are asking the farmers to cooperate; 
but I do not believe, and other Members of this body do not 
believe that we have ever yet touched the real, fundamental 
principle upon which the agricultural problem is to be 
solved. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. SMITH. I yield. 
Mr. SHIPSTEAD. The Senator knows that I was unable 

to be in attendance on the Senate when the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry, of which the Senator from South 
Carolina is the chairman, considered the farm legislation. 
Therefore, I am going to ask the Senator for some infor
mation. 

I tried to follow the reports in the newspapers during 
the consideration of the farm bill. As I understand, the 
farmers who came here, or those who represented the 
farmers, could not agree upon any form of change in agri
cultural legislation. Is that correct? 

Mr. SMITH. That is absolutely correct. 
Mr. SHIPSTEAD. If no agricultural legislation is passed 

at this session, am I correct when I say I believe that the 
LXXXI-522 

soil-conservation program, with its benefit payments, will 
continue? 

Mr. SMITH. To be sure. The appropriation has al
ready been made, the machinery is at work, and the threat 
of a surplus is the result of Nature. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. I am glad to have that information. 
I was under the impression that legislation for the benefit 
of the farmers was passed last year, was still in effect, 
and would continue in effect until other legislation had 
been passed to displace it. 

Mr. SWTH. The soil erosion act is permanent legisla
tion and $450,000,000 has been appropriated for the pur
pose of carrying it out. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. That is what I assumed. When this 
petition was presented to me, I hesitated to sign it, but 
I was told that it was necessary in order to have some
thing to prepare for next year's crop. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, in reply to that, let me ten 
the Senator that I think it is unfair to the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry to bring in a petition, when the 
committee have studied this problem, and are just as great 
friends of the farmer as are those who are circulating the 
petition. We are studying the problem, and doing the best 
we can to solve it. The farmer himself is only afraid of 
suffering because of the act of God. He has reduced his 
acreage, but he cannot control the seasons. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. When the committee considered legis
lation, did they consider the repeal of the existing legisla
tion? 

MI. SMITH. No; they just considered not taking up the 
bill which was brought to us, hand-made, perfected, and 
with the statement, "This is what we have." The commit
tee really and honestly did not think it met the situation, 
nor did the committee at the other end of the Capitol think 
so. But they never lost sight of the fact that we must settle 
this problem somewhere constructively and permanently. I 
have been a member of the Senate for 30 years, and every 
year there is the farm problem. 

Mr. BTI.J30. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. SMITH. I yield. 
Mr. Bn.BO. The Senator states that the bill brought 

before the committee was hand-made. Would be mind tell
ing the Senate who was behind the formation of the bill? 

Mr. SMITH. I tried to find out. I think Mr. Edward 
O'Neill was one, and a gentleman who bore a splendid name, 
a Mr. Smith, from Illinois, was another. I think they were 
the chief ones. I think the Secretary of Agriculture, with 
his ever-normal granary, was also in it. But even the so
called leaders of the farm organizations were not agreed on 
it. The fact is, they knocked it out at the other end of th~ 
Capitol. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, will my colleague yield? 
Mr. SMITH. I yield. 
Mr. BYRNES. I know nothing about the petition which 

has been referred to, and which has been read; it certainly 
was not presented to me. I should like to ask my colleague 
whether the bill to which he refers provides for some con
trol of the cotton crop otl:1er than that which is provided 
for under the eXisting law. 

Mr. SMITH. Oh, yes. 
Mr. BYRNES. I think my colleagues will agree with me 

that there is no Member of the Senate of the United States 
who has had at heart the interest of the cotton farmer more 
than has the senior Senator from South Carolina, my col
league, and the junior Senator from Alabama [Mr. BANK
HEAD]. The junior Senator from Alabama is the only Sen
ator to whom I have talked with reference to this bill. He 
stated he believed that it was against the interest of the 
cotton farmer. 

Mr. SMITH. He so stated to me. 
Mr. BYRNES. Is it now proposed that in the closing 

days of the session, and without any consideration, we should 
pass a bill which the junior Senator from Alabama believes 
is against the interest of the cotton farmer? 
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Mr. SMITH. Certainly; let us pass something and fool 

''Rube" again; that is all. [Laughter.] 
Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, I think that if anything 

ls to be done, certainly consideration should be given to the 
measure and no action should be taken until the junior 
Senator from Alabama, who has some very positive ideas on 
the subject, and who has studied it, is given an opportunity 
to be heard. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, how many men in this body 
who have served with me can charge me with being derelict 
in my efforts to help the farmer? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time of the Senator 
on the amendment has expired. 

Mr. SMITH. I did not know there was a time limit. I 
have just started. [Laughter.] How much time have I on 
the bill? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator has 10 minutes 
on the bill, if he desires to use it. 

Mr. SMITH. Very well; I will use the 10 minutes. 
Every Senator knows what this means. Some of the Mem

bers of the House and myself have just had a conference with 
the President. The idea of saying that it is necessary to 
prepare for planting and setting the crop in October. In 
my section we are not through picking cotton then. All of 
us understand what this means. What is the use trying to 
fool anyone? So long as I am in this body, what I believe 
I am going to say. 

Mr. President, there is a law which empowers the Com
modity Credit Corporation and the R. F. C. to meet this 
emergency, and to meet it fully. They wrote me a letter, 
which I put into the RECORD, to the effect that they had ample 
law and ample funds with which to meet the emergency 
when it arose. That is permanent legislation. Here is a 
crop coming on the market, being sold every day, and we are 
asked to meet here and pass a law-an ex-post-facto law-to 
control a crop that is already made and going on the market. 

Mr. BILBO. Mr. President, where does the Senator get 
the idea that anyone suggested passing an ex-post-facto 
law? 

Mr. SMITH. My legal terminology is about as limited 
as that of the average lawyer in this body. What I am 
driving at is that it is stated that we want a law that will 
control production. God has already controlled the produc
tion of this crop. It is already made. We propose to do 
Everything we can to aid so that there will not be piled up 
disastrous surpluses. It may be we will have to work out 
in detail the Egyptian plan, Joseph's plan, the ever-normal 
granary. I do not ·know how that will work. But I want 
the Senate to understand that the Committee on Agricul
ture and Forestry, believing there was ample .Jaw to take 
care of any distress that might occur by virtue of this year's 
crop, pledged itself to try to frame legislation that would 
take care of the next year's crop. We did that in the Soil 
Erosion Act, and I still believe ample provision was made 
to take care of the crop. The proposals made in the bill 
to which my colleague has referred I believe would be 
repudiated by every cotton grower in the South. Cotton is 
distinct from grain. Fifty percent of it is exported. We 
have to take into consideration 50 percent of our output 
that has to be exported, while with grain practically the 
entire crop is domestically consumed, and lends itself more 
readily to legislation. 

Mr. President, the Committee on Aooticulture and For
estry has done its duty and is doing its duty, and I do not 
view with any degree of patience this attempt to create in 
the minds of the public the impression that we are not 
doing our duty, and not doing all we can to help the farmer. 
I want the farmer to judge who is his best friend, I myself, 
or those who are making this appearance. It is not fair 
to the committee, it is not fair to the farmer, it is not fair 
to anybody connected with farming. 

Mr. President, I hope the Senate thoroughly understands 
that the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry is doing its 
best. My impression this morning was that the President 
would be thoroughly satisfied if assurance were given ~ 

as I gave it to our leader, that when we meet in January 
a bill shall be considered and passed before the general seed
ing time in America. Why complicate the situation with 
this kind of procedure? 

Mr. BLACK. Mr. President, the reason why the Senator 
from South Carolina [Mr. BYRNES] did not have the peti
tion presented to him was because he had not been reached 
at the time the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. HARRisoN] 
rose to make inquiries about the petition. The Senator 
from Mississippi had seen the petition. It was our inten
tion to present it to each individual Member of the Senate. 
I wish to make that statement now, in order that it may be 
understood. 

The object of the petition was not to cast any reflection 
upon any committee, and it is not meant to cast any re
flection upon any committee. As a matter of fact, the peti
tion bears the names of eight members of the Committee 
on Agriculture and Forestry. I have in my hand a tele
gram from my colleague the junior Senator from Alabama 
[Mr. BANKHEAD]. I will quote a part of what he said: 

I favor adjourning until November unless Congress 1s willing 
to remain in session an indefinite time while the two Houses 
are working out a new farm bill. I believe it would be well for 
you vigorously to fight the committee recess resolution. If it ap
pears that Congress cannot be held there indefinitely to pass a. 
farm bill, make a strong fight for recess to November, so as to 
get action on a. farm bill by January. I will return there if 
needed. 

We have the names of 40 Senators on the petition. I 
have just read my colleague's views with reference to the 
necessity for enacting legislation. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, he has changed his mind 
since he left. 

Mr. BLACK. I wish to make the position perfectly clear. 
I have watched the Senator from South Carolina since I 
came to this body. I recall with very great pleasure the 
suggestion he made and the excellent work he did in con
nection with the legislation he referred to a while ago when 
the question came up as to buying the cotton crop. I said 
then, and I repeat now, that it was a masterful suggestion, 
and one which resulted in great good to the farmers of the 
South. I accepted his leadership, and I was glad to accept 
his leadership in that fight. He did an excellent job, as he 
has done many other excellent jobs. Whatever the Senator 
may think about the presentation of this petition, I now 
wish to disclaim any intention of casting any reflection upon 
him, or of questioning the genuineness or sincerity of his 
desire to help not only the farmers of the South but those 
throughout America. 

However, the question which is now presented is one 
which does not call for refraining from action merely be
cause my view might disagree with his, or his view might 
disagree with mine. Down in the South today cotton has 
slumped to about 10 cents a pound. Whether or not it has 
stopped at that price I do not know. I do know that if it 
should go to 8 cents a pound, the conditions would be 
disastrous. The average small farmer-what we in Alabama 
call a 1-mule farmer-will perhaps do well if he raises as 
many as 4 or 5 bales of cotton. It can easily be figured 
up, at 500 pounds to the bale, what that would mean so far 
as his income from cotton is concerned. · 

The situation is a serious one to us, Mr. President. The 
Senator from South Carolina, like myself, is, I know, dis
turbed about it. It is natural that men who have the same 
objective should at times disagree as to the exact method 
of accomplishing the purpose; but because there is a dis
agreement as to methods, or because some one might have 
a mistaken idea that action of a certain kind would not be 
proper in view of what some members of the committee 
thought, I am not willing to forget that cotton in Alabama 
and elsewhere in the South has slumped to 10 cents a pound 
for the farmer. I cannot forget that it may go lower. 

The Senator from South Carolina and I and others from 
the South on numerous occasions have · joined in an effort 
to obtain loan.a in order ta peg the price of cotton. 
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Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? ent, we agreed upon a plan whereby the Commodity Credit 
Mr. BLACK. I yield. Corporation did not lend 12 cents per pound, but loaned 10 
Mr. CONNALLY. Is it not true that at the present time cents per pound, with the agreement thereafter to pay to 

the Commodity Credit Corporation has authority to make the farmer who sold his cotton the difference between the 
cotton loans? price at which he sold and 12 cents per pound. 

Mr. BLACK. I am about to make a statement on that Mr. CONNALLY. That was in 1935, not 1934.. 
subject. Mr. BYRNES. If the year 1935 is satisfactory to the 

Mr. CONNALLY. And is it not true that it has the money Senator from Texas, it is satisfactory to the Senator from 
and credit with which to do it? South Carolina. 

Mr. BLACK. The Senator from Texas is correct; and I Mr. CONNALLY. I thought the Senator wanted to be 
shall make a statement with respect to that matter right accurate. 
now. Mr. BYRNES. I do. It is eminently satisfactory to the 

Mr. CONNALLY. Congress has given that authority, and Senator from South Carolina. 
ft is not the fault of Congress if the loans are not being made? I desire to ask a question of the Senator from AlabaiiUL 

Mr. BLACK. That is correct. We now have a law the purpose of which is to control 
As I stated, I have joined the Senator from South Caro- production. The senior Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 

lina and other Senators from the South, and all of them have SMITH], liiY colleague, said that because of the unusual sea
always cooperated in the effort to help the cotton farmer. son it has not successfully controlled the production this 
There is no reason why all of them should not cooperate now year. Does the Senator from Alabama, however, believe 
in an effort to accomplish this purpose. There is no reason that the administration has .in mind any other control for 
why there should be any disagreement between them as to which we could legislate which would enable the administra
methods which would prevent their going along together for tion again to put in operation the plan which was agreed 
objectives. upon between the President, the Senator from Alabama, 

Mr. President, the law provides that the Commodity Credit and myself, and others in 1935? It seems to me it could be 
Corporation may make loans. Under that law a loan might done at this time-not to lend 12 cents, but to lend 10 cents 
be made for 10 cents a pound or 12 cents a pound, or what- or 9 cents, pay the farmer the ditference, and then some 
ever amount was found to be wise. There is no question control could be put into operation which would be sue
about that. However, those who are charged with responsi- cessful, although at this moment we may not be prepared 
bility for making the loans take the position-whether right to pass legislation providing for it. 
or wrong is immaterial, so far as the cotton farmer is con- Mr. BLACK. Mr. President, I may say to the Senator 
cerned-that they do not feel justified in making such loans that I do not know exactly what the plan is. I recall the 
now unless they have assurance from the Congress-not from long hours that all of us spent on it at that time. 
1 Member, not from 10 Members, not from 18 Members, not Mr. BYRNES. The Senator from Texas [Mr. CoNNALLY] · 
from 1 committee, but from Congress.-that the proper legis- :was present. 
lation will be passed in order to protect the security which Mr. BLACK. The Senator from Texas was present, and 
the Government receives when it makes the loans. also the senior Senator from South Carolina and the senior 

I will state what I mean by that. Various estimates, or Senator from Mississippi; we met, and finally went down to 
"guesses", as my friend from South Carolina calls them, the White House. 
have been made that we may have fourteen· and a half I do not know exactly what plan can be adopted, but 
million or fifteen million or fifteen and a half million bales I may say to the Senator that, with all due deference to 
this year. Whatever the amount might be, if there should those who think differently-and they may be a hundred' 
be a surplus and no steps should be taken to provide perma- percent tight and I may be a hundred percent wrong-it is 
nent legislation for succeeding years, those who have the my belief that the committee could have hearings adequate 
authority to make the loans take the position that without to enable them to consider the subject and to report a farm 
assurance of the passage of a law their security would be so bill by October 15. 
poor that they would not make the loans. Mr. SMITIL Have hearings for what? 

Let us concede that they are wrong in taking that position. Mr. BLACK. To have hearings in order to determine 
At the same time, as the days pass by more cotton is picked what kind of farm legislation should be enacted; that is the 
and more farmers are compelled to sell their cotton at the usual purpose of hearings. 
price it brings on the market today. Mr. SMITH. SUppose that were done; in the meantime 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? the cotton .has all been sold. 
Mr. BLACK. I yield. Mr. BLACK. I certainly agree with the Senator, and 
Mr. BORAH. What is the law which those in authority it is for that reason that speedy action is desirable. 

to make the loans require Congress to pass? What are the Mr. SMITH. And we have ample provision made as my 
provisions which they require to be incorporat-ed into the colleague r.Mr. BYRNES] has suggested to ta.ke care of the 
law before they will make the loans? situation. Yet those who have the power will not trust the 

Mr. BLACK. I cannot state definitely and positively the farmers while we propose to provide $700,000,000 and give it 
express terms which are required to be incorporated; but if to people without any hope of return at all. 
the Senator read in the press, as he probably did, the inter- Mr. BLACK. Mr. President, so far as trusting the farmer 
view with the President in reference to making the loans, 1s concerned, the numerous millions of farmers are not up 
he remembers the contention that heretofore when loans here sitting with the committee; they are not up here in 
were made on cotton for the purpose of pegging the price, the Senate. It is not a question of trusting the farmers, 
or when loans were made on corn for the purpose of pegging but we know that, whether we trust them or not, if some
the price, there was in effect a law which controlled produc- thing is not done, the little cotton farmers of the South, in 
tion. Therefore the position . is taken that there was in a very short time, will be selling their cotton for 10 cents a 
effect at that time a law which would prevent such a large pound. 
surplus coming on the market within the next year that the Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator a 
commodity as security would lose its value. question? 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? Mr. BLACK. I yield to the Senator. 
Mr. BLACK. I yield. The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MINToN in the chair). 
Mr. BYRNES. The Senator from Alabama will recall The time of the Senator from Alabama has expired. 

that in the closing days of the session in 1934 I proposed Mr. BLACK. I will take 10 minutes on the bill, and I 
legislation to direct that loans be made. The administration yield to the Senator from South Carolina far a question. 
took the view that there should be no legislation. At a Mr._ SMITH~ Does not the Senator think, we having set 
conference at which the Senator from Alabama was pres:- .. -up a. body and given them money for this express purpose, 
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in case of a surplus or the menace of a surplus, that they 
should take charge of the situation and see that the crop 
is marketed in an orderly way? 

Mr. BLACK. Mr. President, I am not quarrelling with 
anybody over what is anybody's duty, but let us assume it 
is the duty of the Commodity Credit Corporation to lend 10 
cents a pound on cotton; the fact remains that the Com
modity Credit Corporation are not doing it; the fact re
mains that the statement is made that they will not do it 
unless some assurance of legislation 1s given. It was for 
that reason that the junior Senator from Mississippi [Mr. 
Bn.sol and myself day before yesterday introduced a joint 
resolution which would attempt to commit both bodies and 
not merely committees. I take the Senator's word for any 
statement he makes as to what he will do; I know he will 
do it if he can do it, but if both bodies bind themselves to 
do a thing it certainly will show the Commodity Credit 
Corporation, who take the position that they will not act 
unless they have an assurance of legislation, where the 
Congress stands. It will place the two bodies squarely on 
record in favor of the enactment of legislation by a certain 
time. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, will the Senator allow me 
to ask him one other question? 

Mr. BLACK. Certainly. 
Mr. SMITH. Then, this body that we have created and 

provided with ample capital allows the farmers of the South 
to be ruined unless we pass additional legislation that may 
or not save the Treasury a few dollars. Is that the Sena
tor's position? 

Mr. BLACK. Mr. President, I am not willing to go with 
the Senator in stating that a board which is vested with 
certain powers which it is to exercise according to its best 
judgment intends to ruin somebody. It was intended by the 
Congress--

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I challenge the statement 
that I said they intended to do it. I said they are doing it. 

Mr. BLACK. Mr. President, will the Chair please take 
that out of my time. I did not yield. 

Mr. President, I am not interested in any controversy with 
any Senator, and particularly a Senator from the South 
who wants to raise the price of cotton. I am not only not 
interested in such a controversy but I do not intend to 
engage in it. I intend, however, as also a representative 
of the South, to express my views with reference to what I 
think is necessary for the protection of the farmers. If it 
had been intended to require by law that "the Commodity 
Credit Corporation lend money on a certain basis per pound. 
the Congress could have done it. The Congress, however, 
did not do it; the. Congress left the discretion in the Cor
poration as to when it should lend the money and in what 
amount. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. BLACK. I yield. 
Mr. CONNALLY. Does the Senator think that we could 

make the Corporation do it? He just said that we could. 
. Mr. BLACK. Yes, I think we could. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Is not the Corporation an executive 
agency and can we not direct it? 

Mr. BLACK. I think we can, yes; and may I say that on 
yesterday the Senator from Mississippi and myself--

Mr. CONNALLY. I am anxious to do it. · J 

Mr. BLACK. I know the Senator is. 
Mr. CONNALLY. But I was just wondering if we would 

have any authority to make them do it. 
Mr. -BLACK. The Senator is exactly in line with the 

ideas I have in trying to take· care of the situation. 
The Senator from Mississippi and I, day before yesterday, 

introduced a joint resolution requiring a loan of 12 cents a 
pound. That joint resolution is now pending before the 
Agricultural Committee. The Senator from Mississippi tells 
me that he has asked the chairman of the committee to have 
a hearing on the resolution. Of course, if both bodies should 
pass that joint resolution, and it should be signed by the 
President, then there would be a mandatory law which 

would require lending the money, but the situation that 
faces us now is that there is no mandatory law. I am not 
willing to say that the administrat ive officers are neglecting 
their duty when they exercise the discretion with which 
Congress vested them because they hold that under th~ 
present conditions the security is not adequate. Whether 
they hold that or not, I do not know, but I believe that those 
of us who think we ought to have a farm bill as soon as 
possible are absolutelY justified in assuming that sufficient 
study could be made to enable a bill to be reported by 
October 15. 'Ibat is adequate time in our judgment for the 
matter to be settled. 
· That does not imply any reflection upon the committee, 
rather it is a compliment to the committee. We believe 
that the eminent Senators who sit on the Agricultural Com
mittee, can make the necessary studies and submit a report 
by that time. Of course, if there are those who oppose farm 
legislation it would be the most natural thing in the world 
for them to be . against the meeting in October or any other 
time before January; but the difference between the Senator 
from South Carolina and myself and the Senator from 
Mississippi is not that we do not want farm legislation, for 
we all want farm legislation; the difference really is as to 
the time which should be taken to prepare and introduce 
and pass such legislation. 

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. BLACK. I yield. 
Mr. TYDINGS. Would farm legislation embrace crops 

such as wheat? 
Mr. BLACK. Certainly, it would. 
Mr. TYDINGS. Then, may I state to the Senator if the 

Congress should meet in November the wheat for next year 
would already have been seeded, so the bill would not take 
care of that situation. 

Mr. BLACK. The Senator is correct that it is impos .. 
s:l.ble, unless we should act immediately, to take care of 
the situation as it relates to winter wheat; but there are 
cotton and other crops as to which plans begin to be 
made even before the soil is plowed. It may be that we 
should have no farm legislation. That is another question. 
There are those who honestly believe that the Federal Gov
ernment should not pass farm legislation of any type, and 
they have ample argument and precedent to support their 
position. There are others who believe that we should 
enact such legislation. I believe that we should do so, 
and that we should do it at the earliest possible moment, 
in the interest of the American farmer. I do not believe 
that we should wait until January before beginning the 
consideration of such a bill 

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. BLACK. I yield. 
Mr. TYDINGS. I wonder whether the Senator thinks 

the so-called soil conservation fu.w, which gives the farmers 
$500,000,000, has been a failure insofar as it has brought 
to the farmer a fair price for his crops? 

Mr. ;BLAcK. I do not think it has been a failure; I 
think it has been helpful insofar as it could go. I believe 
that better legislation, improved legislation. may be enacted. 
I think the Agricultural Committee takes that view in the 
resolution they adopted, to the effect that they will present, 
as I undersand, a bill to the Senate in January. So I 
assume that they take the position that the law referred 
to by the Senator from Maryland should be improved. I 
do not think it has been a failure; I think it has been help
ful; but I believe that we could have legislation which would 
be more helpful, and in that I am supported by the action 
of the committee in taking up the study of the proposal for 
a new farm bill. 

My deep interest in this subject, as is the interest of 
those of us who come from the South, is that we see cotton 
slumping now down to 10 cents. We want the loans made 
in order to stop the downward trend. The Department. 
takes the position that it will not grant the loans unless 
legislation is enacted or unless legislation is assured. It is 
for that reason that the Senator from Mississippi and I 
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have asked other Senators, not privately, for there is nothing 
private about it, but openly, just as fast as we could reach 
them, to sign this petition. We would have asked them all 
if time had afforded. I am very happy that we took such 
action, and I shall be very happy if it shall result in bringing 
about action by the Congress on what I now consider to be 
the most vital question upon which we should act before 
adjournment. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, the difficulty about the 
time in which the farm bill shall be passed seems to have 
arisen largely because the farm organization and the Depart
ment of Agriculture and the Committees on Agriculture of 
the respective Houses have not been able or were not able 
to agree upon the particular form of legislation which would 
receive the approval of the committee. I will ask the Sena
tor from Kansas if that is true? 

Mr. McGILL. Mr. President, I think it is true that the 
committee have not agreed on the form that the legislation 
should take; otherwise a bill would have been reported to the 
:floor of the Senate. 

Mr. CONNALLY. May I ask the Senator if it is not also 
true that the farm organizations themselves were in dis
agreement? Was there not some clash between wheat and 
other crops as to how much money other crops were going 
to get out of the proposed bill? 

Mr. McGILL. I do not think there was any clash between 
the producers of the different commodities. There may be, 
and I think there is, some difference of opinion among farm 
organization groups as to just what kind of bill should be 
passed. However, I am among those who signed the petition 
which the Senator from Alabama circulated. 

If the Senator will allow me a· moment further, I should 
like to say that it has been stated that the committee acted 
unanimously. However, upon the date of the committee 
meeting there was a very important meeting of the Judiciary 
Committee, and some members of the Committee on Agricul
ture and Forestry had no part in its proceedings. 

I do not think the Soil Conservation Act is controlling pro
duction, else this last year we would not have had the greatest 
acreage planted to wheat we have had in the history of the 
country. I think farm legislation is necessary and that by 
October 15 or November 1 we could be ready to proceed to tlle 
consideration of such legislation in some form. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, speaking for myself only, 
I am entirely agreeable to coming back in October if the 
Agricultural Committees of the two Houses are going to have 
a bill ready at that time. 

Mr. SMITH. Which they will not. 
Mr. CONNALLY. The Senator from South Carolina inter

jects the information that the committees will not have it 
ready in October. 

Mr. SMITH. We cannot do it. The subject is too big. It 
has too many conditions in it. If we are going to legislate 
with common sense-

Mr. CONNALLY. I hope we will. 
Mr. SMITH. That would be very unusual in certain places. 
Mr. CONNALLY. Nevertheless, I hope we will. 
Mr. SMITH. If we are going to legislate with common 

sense, we must study the subject from the ground up, and that 
is what we are going to do. . 

Mr. McGILL. Mr. President, will the Senator yield at 
that point? 

Mr. CONNALLY. In just a moment. I have no intention 
of criticizing the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry of 
either body. I am sure the committees are going to do the 
best they can regarding the proposed legislation. 

I yield now to the Senator from Kansas. 
Mr. McGilL. There has been appointed by the Commit

tee on Agriculture and Forestry of the Senate a subcom
mittee to conduct hearings at whatever points may be 
thought appropriate throughout the country. I think also 
the Committee on Agriculture of the House has appointed a 
similar subcommittee. I cannot see why it will be necessary 
for the Senate committee to have more time than between 
now and the 15th of October or 1st of November to deter-

mine what kind of measure ought to be reported to this 
body. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President--
Mr. CONNALLY. I yield to the Senator from South Caro

lina. 
Mr. SMITH. If the Congress were to adjourn by the mid

dle of August and we went to work immediately, that would 
give us hardly 2 months to cover the entire United States and 
make a study worth the money involved. Everybody knows 
that along in September and October, when it gets somewhat 
cooler, we intend to cover the situation, make our investiga
tions, and then honestly draft a bill and present it to 
Congress. 

I know what is back of all this. Keep on and I will tell 
what it is. [Laughter.] 

Mr. CONNALLY. I do not question that the Senator 
from South Carolina knows what is back -of it all. I do not 
know what is back of it all. 

Mr. SMITH. The Senator can guess. 
Mr. CONNALLY. I hope the Senator from South Caro

lina at some future time may reveal just what is back of 
it all, not because I am curious, but because I am always 
glad to have the Senator from South Carolina contribute 
any information he may have in his possession. 

Mr. President, I do not know what is going to be in the 
proposed farm bill, but I assume that some form of produc
tion control is contemplated. I know that is the idea of the 
Department of Agriculture, and I think it is largely the gen
eral sentiment of the Agricultural Committees of the two 
Houses. I do not happen to have the honor of being a 
member of that committee in the Senate. I am tremen
dously interested that at the earliest possible moment the 
Congress shall enact such legislation as it may decide is 
wise. If the committees cannot be ready by October, of 
course there is no sense in Congress coming back at that 
time for that particular purpose. 

In the meantime, in the case of cotton, there is a very 
critical situation by reason of cotton being dumped on the 
market during about 3 months of the year and the price 
always going down. Of course when .the cotton goes into 
the hands of the spinners and specUlators they hold it, and ' 
in the spring the price begins to go up again. 

The theory back of the loans provided for has been to make 
the loans at such figure as would tend to stabilize or flatten 
out that price over the whole year rather than to force the 
farmer to take the very low price which he has to take when 
he sells his cotton, because at that time he is in debt and 
wants to meet his bank payments and pay the doctor, and 
perhapS the preacher, and settle his store account. He has 
to meet these payments, and the only way he has of meeting 
them is to sell his cotton, and sell it immediately. 

But Congress has already authorized the Commodity 
Credit Corporation to make loans. It is not making them, 
and has not made any recently. I very much hope that 
somebody may be able to influence the Commodity Credit 
Corporation to make loans in fair amount. I do not ex
pect the Government to make a loan on any farmer's 
property of more than it is worth. I do not want the Gov
ernment to give him anything in the form of a loan. But we 
are lending money, and we are apparently about to appropri
ate $700,000,000-$700,000,000 mind you_:_to give some folks 
1n some of the great cities of the country a little cheaper rent. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
· Mr. CONNALLY. I yield to the SenatOr from Missouri. 

Mr. CLARK. The Senator is probably familiar with the 
fact that the Commodity Credit Corporation has on hand 
and available $135,000,000, which it is authorized to lend for 
the very purpose the Senator has been outlining, but which 
it flatly refuses to lend simply as a matter of policy, and at a 
time when the prices of certain commodities, notably oats, 
due to temporary seasonal glut in the market, are being ham
mered down, while the Commodity Credit Corporation sits 
by with all that money in hand and refuses to take any steps 
for the relief of the owners of those commodities. 
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Mr. CONNALLY. I thank the Senator from Missouri It 

has already been pointed out in the debate that the Com
modity Credit Corporation not only has the authority but 
ha.s the money with which to make the loans. The loans 
ought to be made, not next year, but now; not in October, 
but now, because now is the time when there is need for 
them. 

The Senator from South Carolina [Mr. BYRNES] referred 
to the arrangement which we made in 1935, on the 26th day 
of August. I have- reason for remembeting that date. The 
Commodity Credit Corporation had been making loans of 
12 cents on cotton. Cotton had been accumulating because 
it could not be sold for more than 12 cents. Cotton was 
accumulating, accumulating, accumulating. We finally hit 
on the plan of letting the farmers go ahead and sell the 
cotton, and if it brought as much as _10 cents the Govern
ment would pay the differential. The result was a move
ment of all the cotton that was purchasable, and that 
relieved the situation, and the Government did not lose 
any more, if, indeed, a.s much, as if it had continued to 
make the 12-cent loans. 

So, Mr. President, these loans ought to be made; and if 
the Senator from Alabama [Mr. Bt.ACK] and the Senator 
from Mississippi [Mr. BILBO] can get their resolution before 
this body, the Senator from Texas will be very glad to sup
port it. In the meantime, I can understand the situation in 
some quarters in which it is said, "Unless Congress is going 
to pa.ss some sort of farm bill, we do not want to make the 
loans.'~ I can understand that; but it is unfortunate that 
those who take that position reached that conclusion just 
at this critical time in the cotton market, or in the oats 
market, as pointed out by the Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
CLARK]. To require that we must firs~ pass the farm bill 
before the loans are made will simply amount to making 
no loans at all at this time, because we are confronted with 
the situation that the chairman of the Agricultural Com
mittee says the committee will not be ready with a bill 
even in October. By that time the ruin will have oc
curred. The distress will have swept over my particular 
section. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from 

Texas yield to the Senator from Tennessee? 
Mr. CONNALLY. I yield to the Senator from Tennessee. 
Mr. McKELLAR. I agree with the Senator that the Com

modity Credit Corporation should make these loans. I 
think the provision was put in the law for just such an 
occasion as that which now confronts us. On the other 
hand, it seems to me that at this session, and without any 
delay at all, we should pass a farm bill to regulate the 
industry and, in the case of our particular product, cotton, 
to regulate the production of cotton. 

We know that under the Agricultural Adjustment Ad
ministration the price of cotton was raised enormously, and 
it was done by Government regulation. When that act was 
invalidated and ceased to operate, cotton did not fare so 
well. This year a larger crop is going to be raised, and that 
is why we are confronted with the situation of low prices. 
It seems to me that Congress at this session ought to pass 
a bill along the line of the A. A. A., bringing it within the 
Constitution, and making permanent provision so that we 
shall not have to deal with the problem every year. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time of the Senator 
from Texas on the amendment has expired. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I have some time on the bill, have I 
not? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes. 
Mr. CONNALLY. I shall take 5 minutes of that time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator has 10 min-

utes on the bill. 
Mr. CONNALLY. I shall take 5. 
Mr. President, I will say to the Senator from Tennessee 

that, while the Agricultural Adjustment Act did some good 
toward raising the price of cotton, the reduction of the 
gold content of the dollar did more to raise the price of 

cotton than all the other legislation we had enacted, sim
ply by reason of the fact that when the Frenchman was 
buying cotton for 6 cents a pound or the Britisher was 
buying it for 6 cents a pound in gold, and we devalued the 
dollar, the 6 cents immediately became 10 cents; and cot
ton being an export crop whose price is fixed in Liverpool 
and other foreign markets, the devaluation of the dollar 
had a tremendous effect in raising the price. .If the Sena
tor read the reports from day to day when the President 
was buying gold, he saw that cotton and gold went up hand 
in hand and together. The A. A. A., of course, did some 
good; and I agree with the Senator to the extent that if we 
are to have crop-control legislation at all, we should enact 
it at this session of Congress. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I think so. 
Mr. CONNALLY. But how are we going to get it if the 

committees are not ready to report? How are we going to 
get it if the committees are not agreed? How are we going 
to get it if the Department of Agriculture wants one plan, 
and the committee wants another plan, and the farm 
organizations want still another plan? · 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will the Senator again 
yield? 

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield. 
Mr. McKELLAR. I desire to say that it is possible that 

the devaluation of the dollar by this country had some effect 
on the price of cotton. 

Mr. CONNALLY. The Senator says it is possible. Does 
not the Senator know that it did? If the devalution of the 
dollar did not have any effect on the price, why did the 
Senator vote for it? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I will say to the Senator that in my 
judgment the Agricultural Adjustment Act did more to sta
bilize the price of cotton, it did more to bring about a good 
condition among the cotton farmers and to aid the cotton 
farmers, than any other act of Congress that was ever 
passed in the history of the Republic. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I thank the Senator for that interrup
tion; but if he does not think the change in the value of the 
gold dollar did anything to the cotton market, if he will ask 
his Memphis cotton dealers, the big people who sell their 
cotton in Europe, they will tell him that it did. 

I am not disposed, however, to argue the matter. I think 
the A. A. A. did some good, and I am not attacking the 
A. A. A. But, Mr. President, while we are waiting for the 
committees to make up their minds, while we are waiting for 
the Department of Agriculture to make up its mind and get 
into agreement with the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
SMITH] and the Senator from Kansas [Mr. McGILL] and 
other Senators, these loans ought to be made. What good 
would it do a farmer to tell him that next year we will pass 
a farm bill, whereas he is suffering now by reason of the very 
forces which a farm bill is supposed to arrest and hold in 
check? 

Mr. President, so far as the Senator from Texas is con
cerned, he would much prefer to be home than to be here ·in 
October. He would much prefer, if he were able, to go to 
Europe, along with some of his opulent · colleagues in the 
Senate. He would much prefer to tour tbe West with the 
Indian Affairs Committee, looking over the Indians and 
the buffalo and the deer. He would much prefer to go out 
into Nevada and view the public lands. 

M.r. REYNOLDS. Mr. President, I hope the Senator will 
not overlook the Great Smoky Mountains National Park of 
western North Carolina. [Laughter.] 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, the mountains are the 
only things that are smoky in North Carolina. The emi
nent Senator has ·none of the qualities that go along with 
the SmokY Mountains except charm and delightful per
sonality. [Laughter.] 

Mr. REYNOLDS. The Senator from North Carolina 
thanks his friend the Senator from Texas. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I go through North Carolina, however, 
if I go home, and so I shall go there in any event. If I go 
home, I shall visit North Carolina; but I was speaking of 
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some of the hinterlands, some of "the outlying territories 
which the Senator from Texas is not always privileged to 
visit. · 

Mr. REYNOLDS. Some .of the less interesting places. 
Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does · the Senator from 

Texas yield to the Senator from · South Carolina? 
·Mr. CONNALLY. I yield. . 
Mr. BYRNES. We all agree that the Commodity Credit 

Corporation has the power to act. We are told that the 
Commodity Credit Corporation declines to act in the ab
sence of further restrictive legislation. The question pro
posed thus far is whether or not it should lend 12 cents 
a pound upon cotton. 

Does not the Senator think that if the gentlemen repre
senting Southern States should propose to the Corporation 
not to lend 12 cents, but to follow the plan that was put 
in operation in 1935-to loan 10 cents, and then provide 
for the additional payment to the farmers if as a result of 
the loan cotton is held off the market and the price goes 
up-the Commodity Credit Corporation would be jUstified 
in lending 10 cents a pound on cotton? 

I desire also to ask the Senator a further question. What 
legislation are we to enact? The Supreme· Court held 
that we could not constitutionally enact legislation such 
as the Bankhead Act. We have enacted the soU-conserva
tion law. We have done our qest to restrict production; and 
in the absence of any suggestion as to how we can further 
reduce it, does not the Senator think the Commodity Credit 
Corporation should lend 10 cents a pound on cotton, and 
take the good business risk that in the next year this very 
law, with normal seasons, will curtail the crop sufficiently 
to make the loans safe? 

Mr. CONNALLY. I will say to the Senator from South 
Carolina that I thoroughly agree with him, and I thank 
him for the interruption. The loan was sound in 1935, when 
there was a larger surplus on hand than there is at this 
time, was there not? 

Mr. SMITH. Twice as much. 
Mr. CONNALLY. The surplus was much larger in 1935, 

and the board then found it sound to loan 10 cents a pound, 
giving the farmer the benefit of any accretions in the price 
that might come to it. While we are debating the farm 
bill and discussing it, I think the Commodity Credit Corpo
ration ought to make these loans. I do not see by what 
authority it says to the Congress that the Congress itself 
must pass certain kinds of legislation before the Commodity 
Credit Corporation will do what the Congress has told it to 
do. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. CONNALLY. I yield to the Senator from South 

Carolina. 
Mr. BYRNES. If the Congress passed the existing law 

for the purpose of curtailing production, and it is unsatis
factory, if we should hurriedly pass another law, what as
surance would it give to the Commodity Credit Corporation 
that it would accomplish what the existing law has not 
accomplished? 

Mr. CONNALLY. Exactly. In other words, supp<)se we 
pass the pending bill. The gentlemen in the Commodity 
Credit Corporation would first have to give it their visa. 
They would look it over and say, "Well, now, Mr. Congress, 
this law does not suit us. This is not the kind of law we 
want, and we will not make the loans." The Commodity 
Credit Corporation is a creature of the Congress, and when 
we authorize a bureau like that we mean to have it do what 
it is authorized to do. The Commodity Credit Corporation 
ought to make these loans without being prodded and 
punished and pushed by the Congress to do it. 

So, Mr. President, I submit that cotton loans ought to be 
made at this time, and then the committees of Congress 
which deal With farm legislation ought to get together and 
prepare such a measure as soundly represents their views, 
and bring it back here and let us pass it at the earliest 
practicable moment. I do not know what that moment is. 

·The senior Senator from South Carolina [Mr. SMITH] has 
one idea. The Senator from Kansas [Mr. McGILL] may 
h3.ve another. I trust the Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry. It is the instrumentality of the Senate; it is the 
servant of this body; and it must work out that problem 
for the Senate. 

Mr. BTI.J30 obtained the :floor. 
Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator from 

Mississippi yield to me? 
Mr. BTI.J30. I yield. 
Mr. BARKLEY. I hope we can bring this discussion to a 

speedy conclusion and get back to the bill which is under 
consideration. In view of the fact that the subject has 
been brought up, however, I hope to make a· very brief state
ment which may clarify the situation with regard to agri
cultural legislation so far as this session is concerned. I 
shall do that as soon as I can get the floor; but I do not want 
to interfere With the remarks of the Senator from Mississippi. 

Mr. BTI.J30. Mr. President, it is my purpose to occupy 
only a few moments. 

Last week, on the :floor of the Senate, I raised the ques
tion of doing something for the relief of the cotton farmer 
of the South. I have been working at the proposition ever 
since. On Tuesday I went to the White House and dis
cussed the matter with the President. Upon my return to 
the Senate Chamber the Senator from Alabama [Mr. BLACK] 
and I introduced two resolutions, believing that the resolu
tions would solve the troubles which the southern cotton 
farmer is now having. 

As announced on the :floor of the Senate, cotton is sell
ing for 10 cents a pound. Like my distinguished friend, 
the senior Senator from -South Carolina, I, myself, am a 
farmer, and I know that 10 cents does not represent cost 
of production of cotton because, in the making of the 
crop, everything bought by the farmer is at high prices, 
and if he does not realize 12 cents or more for his cotton, 
he will suffer a great loss. 

I have no apology to make to the chairman of the Com
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry for my part in pre
paring the petition, in company with the Senator from 
Alabama. I helped to dictate the petition, and we meant 
just what we said in it. In order to make the preparation 
to carry out the farm plan, the farmers of the Nation 
should know that plan before January 1. Every intel
ligent farmer knows that the great majority of farmers 
map out their crops for the succeeding year in the autumn 
months. Many of them do the plowing for a particular 
kind of crop, and we meant that the farmer ought to 
know before January the plan of control the Government 
would insist upon for that year. 

Believing that the proposed legislation is imperative to 
the success of agricultural life, especially of those engaged 
in producing the major crops of the Republic, we felt that 
no time should be lost in giving to the farmers a farm 
bill; and it can be done. 

I am a member of the Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry, and to my certain knowledge there has not been 
introduced by any member of the committee, or any Mem
ber of Congress, any farm bill, except the bill introduced 
by the Senator from Kansas and the Senator from Idaho. 
There may ha"ve been some features of that bill which did 
not appeal to me as representing the farmers of the South. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, has there been no crop 
regulation bill at all? 

Mr. BTI.J30. None except as contained in the bill intro
duced by the Senator from Kansas and the Senator from 
Idaho. 

I think it is the fault of the Congress that we have not 
had such legislation; and, as I said last week, I am willing 
to stay here until Christmas Eve in order to ·give the farmers 
the legislation to which they are entitled, and which will 
insure their relief. 

Senators are amply paid for their service to the people, 
$10,000 a year, and we are paid by the month, and our con
stituents are entitled to our time, if it be worth anything; 
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and I mean all the time. I am willing to sacrifice my per
sonal pleasure and comfort and business that I may do my 
best for my constituents by staying here all the summer and 
all the fall, although I may not be able to earn my compen
sation. 

The distinguished chairman of the Committee on Agri
culture and Forestry, who has been a Member of the Senate 
tor 30 years, boasts of the fact that he is the real dirt 
farmer in the Senate. He has been studying this problem 
for 30 years, and with the knowledge he has gathered and 
gleaned through the years, and with his understanding of 
the problems of the farmers, and with the cooperation of 
other distinguished members of the committee, I believe we 
can make whatever investigations may be necessary in the 
next 60 days and be ready to report out of the committee a 
hill which will meet with favorable consideration at the 
hands of the Congress. 

Mr. President, I am afraid that Senators fall to see what 
is behind all this. As has been correctly stated, the Com
modity Credit Corporation has the right and the power to 
make the loans, but it is a discretionary power, and when I 
left the White House the other day I was convinced of the 
tact-and I am not quoting the President-that there would 
be no loan, and that the farmers of the South would be 
!robbed of hundreds and hundreds of millions of dollars by 
the speculators unless the administration had the assurance 
that there would be a farm bill looking to the control of 
production in order to prevent the accumulation of surpluses 
in the future. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. BILBO. I yield. 
Mr. CLARK. The Senator from Iowa [Mr. Gn.LETTE] and 

I have introduced and have now before the committee Senate 
bill 2878, to provide for loans to farmers on certain crops 
during the year 1937. The bill takes cognizance of the fact 
that the Commodity Credit Corporation has on hand $135,-
000,000 which they are authorized by law to lend for the 
purposes which the Senator from Mississippi has just been 
discussing, and which Congress intended that they should 
lend, but which the Commodity Credit Corporation, for 
reasons of its own, not as a matter of law, not on account of 
lack of funds, but because they have deliberately themselves 
adopted a policy of not doing it, refuse to make. The bill to 
which I refer is directed to the purpose of making such lend
ing mandatory so as to tide over this situation. Does not 
the Senator from Mississippi think such a bill should be 
passed, so that it would not rest in the discretion of the 
Commodity Credit Corporation to decide the matter? 

Mr. BILBO. I do; and, in company with the Senator from 
Alabama, I have introduced such a measure, and all we want 
is to have it enacted, with a . companion bill introduced. 

Mr. CLARK. I understand that the joint resolution of the 
Senator from Mississippi and the Senator from Alabama ap
plies only to cotton. 

Mr. BLACK. That is correct. 
Mr. CLARK. I am also interested in cotton, as every other 

citizen of the United States, whether or not he comes from a 
cotton-growing section, ought to be; but there are other com
modities, some of which are on the market at the present 
time, which should be provided for, and would be provided for 
under the bill of the Senator from Iowa and myself. 

Mr. BILBO. I have no doubt that the Senator, with his 
usual zeal in behalf of his constituents, will press his bill, 
and I trust that he will support the measure which I have 
introduced. 

Mr. SMITH. Will the Senator from Mississippi yield so 
that I may ask a question of the Senator from Missouri? 

Mr. BILBO. I yield. 
Mr. SMITH. When was the Senator's bill introduced? 
Mr. CLARK. On the calendar day July 31. 
Mr: SMITH. It was referred to wllat committee? 
Mr. CLARK. To the Committee on Agriculture and For

estry. 
Mr. SMITH. I shall certainly try to get my committee to 

take action on that bill. 

Mr. CLARK. I hope the Senator will, and that there will 
be early action by the Congress. 

Mr. BILBO. Mr. President, we are making progress. 
Mr. SMITH. On the Senator's . bill! 
Mr. BILBO. I am sure that the Senator from South 

Carolina would not be willing to compel the lending of 
money on oats and not compel it on cotton. 

Mr. President, the trouble with the whole business is the 
soil-conservation legislation under which the farmers are 
now operating. Personally I think that has been a great 
measure. It has resulted in great good to the fanner, and 
it is going to result in good to the fanner in years to come. 
But the result has been that the farmers in the South this 
year increased the acreage in cotton 6,000,000 acres, and 
that, as much as the season, accounts for the abnormal crop. 
It is not a question of charging it to nature; it has resulted 
because the farmers, with the lack of the idea of control in 
soil conservation, have increased their crops. As the Sena
tor from Kansas says, there is the greatest acreage in wheat 
this year there has even been. 

Mr. McGILL. The acreage planted for 1936 and the 
acreage planted also in the spring of 1937 are the largest 
we have had in the history of the country. 

Mr. BILBO. After the Supreme Court had knocked out 
the A. A. A. So, after all, we can charge it all to the Su
preme Court. We all have an excuse. 

Mr. President, I wish to call attention to just one more 
fact. It is not because of lack of interest on the part of 
the Commodity Credit Corporation that they do not make 
the loans. As businessmen, and as agents representing the 
Government, they want to know that if they lend the money 
they will not lose anything, and they want the assurance 
that Congress will pass legislation at the earliest possible 
moment, and October 15 is not too early. ·we are trying to 
give them assurance that we may get this relief for our 
people, and anyone who throws anything in the way of 
giving this assurance will be charged with the responsibility 
of denying the farmers relief in this instance. 

The carry-over of cotton this year was 5,000,000 bales 
on the first day of July. During the month of July that 
was cut down to 4,400,000 bales. I am informed by those 
in a position to know that 20 percent of this carry-over, 
880,000 bales, represents unmerchantable, unginnable, unus
able, and unsalable cotton. So that today the real surplus 
is only three and a half million bales, which is the small
est carry-over we have had since 1930, and there is excuse 
for cotton being sold today at 10 cents a pound. I make 
the prophecy that if something is not done, as soon as the 
speculators can beat the price of cotton down, and get it 
out of the hands of the farmers of the South, we will see 
the market increase day by day, and the speculator will 
walk off with his golden sheckels. We are only asking the 
agents of the Government to come to our rescue, and pro
tect us against those who are manipulating the cotton mar
ket when there is no excuse for cotton selling at 10 cents a 
pound. 

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. BILBO. I yield. 
Mr. REYNOLDS. I have heard Senators on the :fioor of 

the Senate this afternoon speak with reference to the Com
modity Credit Corporation, and during the discussion it has 
been stated that that Corporation has $135,000,000 in its 
possession at this time available for the benefit of the 
farmers of the United States. However, I have yet to hear 
any of the Senators who have enlightened us this after
noon say whether or not he has directed any inquiry to
ward those in charge of this Corporation to ascertain why 
they will not now come to the aid of the cotton farmer 
of the South at a time when he needs help. Can any Sena
tor who has discussed this subject today say that he has 
directed any inquiry to any of those in charge of the Cor
poration as to why it will not make advances to the cotton 
farmers, or, in other words, why the Corporation will not 
buy cotton from the southern farmers today in order that 
they may be helped at a time when they need help? 
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Mr. BILBO. Mr. President, I have done. my best to con

vince the Senate that all that is necessary to do and all that 
the Commodity Credit Corporation is waiting for is for Con
gress to assure them that it will enact such legislatkm as 

·Will prohibit the accumulation of a surplus in the future 
which will cause the Government to lose the money loaned 
to the farmer. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I regret that it is neces
sary to interrupt the business on the calendar of the Senate 
to indulge in this discussion, but probably if the situation 
can be cleared up the discussion will be worth while and 
valuable. 

I think it may be truthfully said that when we met here 
in January we all hoped that permanent and comprehensive 
farm legislation would be enacted at the present session of 
Congress. There had been criticism because the Depart
ment of Agriculture framed legislation and sent it down 
here to be considered by · Congress, and for that reason it 
was thought wise at the beginning to call in the representa
tives of all the farm organizations of the country and ask 
them to make an effort to frame legislation which they 
thought would deal with the situation. It was impossible 
for the Secretary of Agriculture to call a national conven
tion of farmers or a town meeting in order to get the views 
of farmers. Therefore he bad to rely, and probably did 
rely, upon the cooperation and the knowledge and the 
wisdom of those who had been selected by farmers to rep
resent them in Washington. 

The farm organizations began to deliberate on the fram
ing of a farm bill, and they deliberated for a -~umber of 
months. About 6 weeks ago the late Senator from Arkansas, 
our former leader, called a Co-nference for the purpose of 
discussing the probability of enacting agricultural legislation 
at this session. I think that conference was called at the 
request or the suggestion of the Secretary of Agriculture. 
A large number of Senators who were interested in farm 
legislation were asked to be present. I happened to be one 
of them. The Secretary of Agriculture attended that con
ference. At that time the farm organizations had not 
agreed on a bill. No bill had been introduced; and, in view 
of the legislative situation then confronting Congress, it 
was generally understood and agreed at that time among 
all those present at the conference that legislation dealing 
with agriculture at this session would be impossible. So the 
eonference broke up, the Secretary of Agriculture went 
about his business, and, so far as I know, it was agreed, 
subject to any change in conditions, that it would be almost 
practically impossible to frame legislation on a comprehen
sive basis dealing with agriculture at the present session. 

Mr. McGILL. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 
Mr. McGILL. Was it not, however, the position of the 

Secretary of Agriculture at that time that legislation should 
be enacted at the very earliest date possible? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Not only was that the position of the 
Secretary of Agriculture, but it was the position of all those 
who attended the conference. The Secretary of Agriculture 
shares the fear that all of us have shared, that, while noth
ing could be done about the 1937 crop, unless some efforts 
were made to control production for 1938, if nature should 
be as bounteous next year as she has been this year, and 
there should be produced another bumper crop of wheat and 
corn and tobacco and cotton and other basic products, 
necessarily a very drastic slump would occur in the price of 
agricultural products produced in 1938. Everyone agreed 
that that was the condition. 

Likewise everyone agreed that no legislation could be en
acted at that time that could control the situation so far as 
the 1937 crop was concerned. 

Mr. McGILL. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 
Mr. McGILL. That would control the situation as re

gards the acreage that would be planted in the fall of 1937. 
Mr. BARKLEY. I am talking about the crop harvested 

in 1937. 

Mr. McGILL. . Oi course, that was .out of the question. 
Mr. BARKLEY. Yes; that was perfectly obvious. 
Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. BARKLEY. I yield~ 
Mr. BYRNES. And the .agreement, as stated by the Sena

tor from Kentucky, was that the .committee should proceed 
with hearings and endeavor to have a bill ready to be taken 
up at the beginning of the next session? 

Mr. BARKLEY. That is true. It was understood that 
the committee would go ahead with its preparation, have 
whatever hearings were necessary, and have .a bill ready 
whenever Congress met again, whether it was in January or 
whether it was a called session at an earlier date. That I 
think was the general understanding. The Secretary of 
Agriculture agreed, if that were done, .tha.t no damage would 
occur by reason of the loss of time between then .and 
January. 

Mr. BLACK. Mr. President~ will the senator yield? 
Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 
Mr. BLACK. The Senator did not understand, did he. 

that the farm organizations, certainly not the American 
Farm Bureau, accepted that idea? They' insisted on and 
wanted legislation, and the Secretary of Agriculture wanted 
legislation, but, on the statement from some that it could 
not be obtained, they reluCtantly said it .might not be ob~ 
tained. but they wanted it. 

Mr. BARKLEY. The farm organizations did not agree 
to that because they were not in the conference. 'Tiiis was 
a conference of Senators and the Secretary of Agriculture 
interested in the farm legislation, .and they were dealing 
with it in a practical and realistic way, and not undertaking 
to count on improbabilities. 

I do not know when this bill was framed. I do not know 
when the farm organizations that participated in its framing 
got tog.ether on it. It is my understanding that the Na
tional Grange and the Farmer's Union did not agree to the 
terms of this bill, but, Mr. President, the bill itself, from 
whatever source it came, was introduced into the Senate on 
July 15. It could ha-ve been introduced earlier had not the 
legislative and parliamentary situation here prevented. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. BARKLEY. 1 yield. 
Mr. HATCH. I quite agree with what has been said, if 

abundant .crops are produced in 1938, as to what may happen 
to wheat, cotton, and other commodities. I can the atten~ 
tion of the Senator from Kentucky, however, to the fact that 
already it is probably too late to enact any legislation which 
will be beneficial to the wheat farmers for the year 1938. 

Mr. BARKLEY. That is true, so far as winter wheat is 
concerned. It is not true so far as spring wheat is concerned. 

Mr. HATCH. It is not true so far as spring wheat is con .. 
cemed; but if we do not start considering legislation until 
January, the spring-wheat planting may also be in the same 
condition as the winter wheat is at this time. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Yes; I agree with the Senator. 
Mr. McGILL. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 
Mr. McGILL. In line with what the Senator from New 

Mexico has just said, I should be inclined to the view that if 
we are to undertake to enact farm legislation; but do not act 
on it before the January session, it will be too late to deal not 
only with the spring-wheat farmer but too late to deal with 
the farmers who plant oats, barley, corn, and all other com
modities planted in the early spring. We should have a bill 
enacted and in effect, I think, by January in order to deal 
with that situation. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I ~hould certainly desire that this be 
done. 

Mr. President, the bill that was introduced, if it were 
~ssed today under the terms in which it is drawn, would 
provide no remedy for the crops of 1938. I hope the Senators 
from Kansas [Mr. McGILL] and New Mexico [Mr. HATCH] 
and other Senators will give me their attention, because I just 
made the statement that even if the bill, as introduced, were 
enacted at once, it would not offer any relief so far as the 
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crops of 1938 may be concerned in the way of crop cmtail
ment, because the bill provides that the contracts which are 
to be submitted to the farmers must be submitted during the 
last 5 months of the calendar year, and those contracts per
tain only to the production of crops for the succeeding year. 
So that, in order for any crop-reduction program under this 
bill to be effective for the crop of 1938, the contracts must be 
presented to the farmers during the last 5 months of 1937, 
which would have begun on the 1st day of August. 

It is manifestly impossible to pass this bill or any legisla
tion in time for that provision to take effect, so that if 
the contracts for the curtailment of the crop of 1938 
cannot be presented to the farmers during the 5-month 
period of 1937, then it will be necessary to change that 
provision of the bill when it is enacted, so that the con
tracts may be presented to the farmers at an earlier date 
than the last 5 months of the previous year in order to 
affect the crop of the succeeding year. 

Mr. McGILL. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 
Mr. McGILL. The Senator will agree, however, will he 

not, that a very simple amendment to the bill would relieve 
that situation? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I agree that a Vf!r'Y simple amendment 
would affect that situation. I am talking about the bill 
as it was presented, and I have no doubt that as it was 
drawn it was contemplated that it might be enacted in 
time for that provision to take effect in the last 5 months 
of 1937. 

Mr. President, in an effort to ascertain what is the situa
tion with respect to the probability of having legislation 
at this session, I have not only conferred with the chairman 
of the Committee on Agricultme and Forestry but I have 
conferred with the other members of the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry, including the authors of the only 
bill which has been presented, and all of them have told 
me that they are not now in possession of sufficient in
formation to enable them now to draw a bill; that they 
do not have the necessary facts to enable them now, with
out further information and investigation, to draw a com
prehensive, wise, and workable agricultural bill. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 
Mr. HATCH. I beg leave to disagree with the Senator on 

the statement he has just made. I am a member of the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, and I think the 
only thing that committee need do is to determine a policy 
for the bill. There are plenty of facts available in the Agri
cultural Department, and if the committee would work out 
the policy which it believes should obtain, I believe a bill 
could be drawn rather quickly that would conform ~ what
ever policy the committee should determine upon. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I will say to the Senator that, following 
the action of the committee in ordering hearings and pro
viding for regional hearings, I undertook to ascertain-! 
have forgotten whether I conferred with the Senator from 
New Mexico or not-but I talked with many members of 
the committee, especially the authors of the bill--

Mr. HATCH. I did not mean to call attention to that 
fact. 

Mr. BARKLEY. And I have made this statement as a 
result of those conferences. . 

Mr. HATCH. I was not present in the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry when that action was taken. If 
I had been present, I should have opposed it. I did not 
talk with the Senator from Kentucky. . 

Mr. BARKLEY. I am sorry I did not get around to the 
Senator from New Mexico, but I got the information I am 
now undertaking to give to the Senate after conferring with 
as many members of the committee as I could reach within 
the time I had. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 
Mr. McKELLAR. The statement of l.he Senator from· 

New Mexico [Mr. HATcH], for whose ability I have the 

greatest admiration, leads me to ask the question why he 
does not undertake to draw such legislation and submit 
it to the Senate? I think it is extraordinarily essential 
that legislation should be passed at the present session 
of Congress to take care of the situation. We know what · 
happened several years ago when the limits were all off 
and the farmers raised what crops they pleased. We know 
what tremendous improvements were made when regula
tion took place. We ought to have regulation again, and 
I hope the Senator from New Mexico, who is a member 
of the committee, will undertake to prepare such legislation. 
I am sure it can be prepared and passed at this session 
of Congress. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time of the Senator 
from Kentucky on the amendment has expired. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I will take the remainder of the time 
on the bill, which is only 10 minutes. 

Mr. HATCH. I was about to ask the Senator to yield-
Mr. BARKLEY. I yield to the Senator for another ques

tion. 
Mr. HATCH. No; I will not interrupt the Senator from 

Kentucky inasmuch as his time is limited. 
Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I will say to the Senator 

from New Mexico that if the Senate Committee on Agricul
ture and Forestry is now in a position to write a bill, then 
it seems to me that they were not well advised when they 
ordered hearings and the postponement of the framing of 
such a bill until the regional hearings had taken place. If 
the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry is in a position 
now to write a bill permanently dealing with this situation, 
certainly it ought to get to work and do it and not go around 
over the country holding hearings, if they are unnecessary. 
But if the committee, as I was told and am still told, unani
mously decided to hold hearings, although several members 
of the committee were not present, I feel, in the position 
which I occupy, I had a right to expect that the committee 
was acting in good faith; that it was undertaking to ascer
tain information necessary to write the bill, and that it 
would immediately get to work and hold hearings necessary 
to enable it to obtain the information upon which it could 
write legislation. 

I wish to say that I have shared all along, and I now 
share, the desire and anxiety to write a bill at the very 
earliest possible moment that will deal with the subject 
comprehensively and deal with it in a way that will do jus
tice to all the farmers of the United States with whom it 
might deal. I am extremely anxious that such legislation 
shall be enacted in time to deal not only with production 
but the probable price of the crops produced in 1938. The 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry is the only agency 
through which .the Senate can ac·t in a matter of this kind. 
We cannot take up legislation here except a8 it comes from 
a committee, · unless the Senate should decide to discharge 
the committee, and I am sure that, under the circumstances 
that now exist, the Senate would not feel justified in dis
charging the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry from 
the further consideration of this bill in order that the Sen
ate might take it up and try to write it here on the fioor of 
the Senate. 

For these reasons, I see no way by which we can proceed 
except to await the action of the committee in the framing 
of a bill. I hope that the committee will frame a bill in 
time for the Senate to deal .with it by the middle of October 
or the first of November; but I think the Senate ought to 
know and the country ought to know that it is not now con
templated that Congress shall remain in session while the 
Committee on Agriculttrre and Forestry is attempting to 
frame a bill dealing with the general agricultural situation. 

I think it also should be stated that it is not contemplated 
that the Congress shall recess until the 15th of October or 
any other date and come back here and await the action of 
the Agricultural Committee in the framing of a bill. When 
we conclude our duties here it is contemplated we shall 
adjourn. Then, if, ·in the meantime, the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry shall advise the President that 
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they have framed a bffi, and are ready for its consideration 
by the Senate, in his judgment, the President will undoubt
edly exercise his right, under the Constitution, to call Con
gress into extraordinary session. But it seems to me that it 
would be unwise for Congress to recess until the 15th of 
October or the 1st of November without knowing whether 
the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry would be ready 
to report a bill at that time; come back here and wait 6 
weeks more with nothing to do while we were still waiting 
on the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. That is my 
view of this situation, and it is a view I have reached after 
giving consideration to all the statements made by members 
of the committee and realizing that we cannot act until 
some action has been taken by the committee. 

Mr. BLACK. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 
Mr. BLACK. The Senate ha.s the right, does it not, if it 

desires to do so, with reference to any committee to instruct 
them to report a bill by a certain time. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Certainly the Senate has a right to con
trol absolutely the procedure of its committees. It has the 
right to instruct them to report on a certain date or within 
a certain length of time. The committee, of course, is the 
agent of the Senate, it is the servant of the Senate's will, 
and the Senate may instruct the committee to report a.t 
any time it sees :fit. 

Mr. BLACK. If 40 Senators have agreed that such action 
should be taken by October 15-and there are other Sen
ators who have not been approached who would constitute 
a majority-then, whatever the Senate decided, it would be 
the duty of the committee to carry out? 

Mr. BARKLEY. The only official action the Senate can 
take with respect to its com.rilittees is not by petition. I will 
J:;tate to the Senator, but by formal action, by motion or 
resolution adopted by the Senate instructing its committees 
to report by a certain date. 

Of course, I know nothing about this petition. I had not 
seen it until I heard it read from the desk. The Senator 
from Alabama advised me that it was being circulated, and 
I advised him that I would not sign the petition under the 
circumstances that exist here; I did not think I ought to 
~ign it in the position that I happen to occupy at this time, 
because I felt that, in view of the action of the committee, 
we ought at least, to assume that a majority of the com
mittee can control its actions. 

If any member of the committee is obstreperous or 1s 
trying to pull back upon the backing strap instead of pull
ing forward on the collar, a majority of the committee have 
the power to control its action at any time. That is the 
way I feel; and if the committee coUld not do that, I did 
not wish to assume the responsibility of telling the com
mittee what it ought to do, although I exPress the earnest 
hope that it will bring back a bill in time for the President 
to call the Congress into extraordinary session by the 1st 
of November or the middle of October, 1f it then has a bill 
ready for us to consider. 

Mr. BLACK. The question I asked was that, irrespective 
of what plans had been made for hearings, if a majority of 
the Senate wishes to pass a farm bill, and wishes to have 
it reported by October 15, the majority has a right, does it 
not, to instruct the committee to make a report and to 
decline to adjourn until it does? · 

Mr. BARKLEY. Of course, a majority cannot only in
struct the committee to report by that date but it can decline 
either to adjourn or recess and can stay here. A majority 
of the Senate can do any of those things. But I Simply 
wanted to say, insofar as I am concerned, holding some 
position of responsibility here by reason of the favor of my 
~olleagues, that I felt it was in frankness due the Senate to 
say that it is not contemplated now, unless the Senate 
decides itself to take such action, to take a recess instead 
of taking an adjournment. 
· Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, in reply to some questions 
directed to me by the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. Mc
KELLAR] concerning the drafting of farm legislation, I may 
say that I think the proposed farm legislation is in good 

hands. The Senator from Idaho [Mr. PoPE] a.nd the Sen
ator from Kansas [Mr. McGn.LJ have both worked on the 
problem and have drawn a bill which may or may not meet 
the situation. I myself have not as yet studied it, but I 
know that under their leadership and the careful thought 
which will be given the bill by the Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry, there is no reason why that committee may 
not report a satisfactory bill at such time as I hope will not 
be too late for action this year. 

I do not object to the statements made by our leader 
the Senator from Kentucky r.Mr. BARKLEY] regarding the 
holding of hearings which have already been ordered. As 
I said a moment ago, a grave question of policy concerning 
farm legislation is involved. Many Senators have one view, 
and many have another. The all-important question to 
determine is the type and character of farm legislation to 
be enacted. When the question of policy is determined, 
then I believe the details can be worked out. If it would 
enable the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry to de
termine that policy by conducting reasonable hearings, so 
that the committee could be back here in October with a 
well-rounded-out bill, that would meet my approval, and 
I would have no objection to that procedure. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I may state to the Senator 
that he knows it is impossible in that length of time to cover 
the ground sufficiently and bring back a bill which would 
justify the respect and support of this body. He knows 
that; so what is the use, under whip and spur, to do a thing 
that requires ample time, when a bill can be brought back 
to apply to the entire crop of 1938? It is said that some 
wheat will be planted. The Soil Erosion Act offered a bonus 
for the land that was left unplanted. The wheat growers 
chose to risk the price of wheat rather than the Government 
subsidy, and that settled the big wheat crop. We can take 
care of that situation for what may be unseeded in 1938. 

As to anybody pulling back or "gee-hawing", I want the 
farmers to be treated without the dirty hand of politics 
being involved. That is what I want. I want the farmers 
to get the benefits which shall come to them from mature 
thought and a statesmanlike solution of the farm problem, 
and not from what we can do to fool somebody to vote for it. 

Mr. BATCH. Mr. President, I may merely observe that I 
sincerely hope the matter of farm legislation may receive 
mature and statesmanlike consideration. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President--
Mr. HATCH. I yield to the Senator from Tennessee. 
Mr. McKELLAR. I did not know, when I interrupted the 

Senator from Kentucky [Mr. BARKLEY] a while ago to ask 
the Senator from New Mexico a. question, that a subcom
mittee had already been appointed. As I understand, a sub
committee, composed of the Senator from Kansas [Mr. Mc
GILL] and the Senator from Idaho [Mr. PoPE], has been 
appointed and is now at work on a bill. If that is the case, 
I feel encouraged, knowing those Senators as I do. I hope 
they will make progress and that we may soon have a meas
ure before us, because I think this is probably more impor
tant than is any other matter that has been before the 
Congress during the present session. 

Mr. HATCH. I understand that such a subcommittee ha~ 
been appointed. The chairman of the Senate Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry, the senator from south Carolina 
[Mr. SmmJ, is chairman of the subcommittee. The Sena
tor from Kansas [Mr. McGn.LJ and the Senator from Idaho 
[Mr. PoPE] are members of the subcommittee. They plan 
to work with a like committee froni the House of Repre
sentatives. That is merely what I rose to say-that, in my 
opinion, the contemplated legislation is in good hands and 
can be worked out satisfactorily. 

Mr. LA FOLLE'ITE. Mr. President, I am one of the 
Senators who signed the petition presented by the Senator 
from Alabama [Mr. BLACK]. I desire to cooperate with the 
Senator from New York [Mr. WAGNER] in returning to con
sideration of the pending housing bill. but I want :first to 
make a brief statement of the reasons why I signed the 
petition. · 
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It seems perfectly clear to me that unless the Congress 

takes up the consideration of legislation embodying a pro
gram for the control of agricultural surpluses in time to be 
effective for the 1938 crops, we shall be responsible for 
having brought about disaster not only to · the agricultural 
producers of the country, but also to the rest of the people 
as well. Therefore, I signed the petition because I wanted 
to join with other Senators iJi giving expression to my ap
prehension as to the situation that might be created if 
agricultural legislation should be postponed for consider
ation-until the regular session of Congress; which will convene 
in January next. 

Every Senator is aware that important legislation of that 
kind cannot be passed in the twinkling of an eye after 
Congress convenes. It will take a considerable period of 
time, no matter how well prepared the committee may be 
to present its bill, before it can pass the House of Repre
sentatives and the Senate and become a law. To postpone 
enactment of farm legislation until the January session is, 
in my opinion, to court a debacle in agricultural commodity 
prices in 1938. Believing as I do that the recovery of agri
cultural commodity p,rices and the increased buying power 
of the farmer has had a major and important bearing upon 
the partial economic recovery which has occurred, I wanted 
to express my conviction. as an individual Senator, that 
action should be had upon this important piece of legisla
tion before the regular session of Congress in January. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. LA FOLLETrE. I yield. 
Mr. BARKLEY. I do not think any criticism is to ·be at

tached to Senators who signed the petition. For reasons 
which I thought were applicable to myself, I did not feel dis
posed to sign it. I imagine that Senators signed it more as 
an expression of a hope than anything else, and with the 
expectation that it might be helpful to the committee in 
undertaking to understand the feeling in the Senate as to the 
necessity for prompt action. I have no doubt that no Sen
ator signed it with the intention of undertaking to build a 
fire under the committee for the purpose of hastening legis
lation or doing anything prematurely, but that it would be 
valuable as an expression of the views of the Members of 
the Senate on that subject. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I did not understand from any re
marks made by the ·senator from Kentucky that he in
tended to criticize any Senator who signed the petition, but 
I wanted to place myself upon record as being in favor of 
action upon this important proposed legislation before the 
next regular session of Congress, for I am as certain as that 
I am standing here speaking to the Senate at this moment 
that if it is postponed to the regular session it will be inef
fective in relation to the great part of the 1938 crop. If that 
eventuality occurs there will be, in my judgment, a disas
trous situation created for the farmers and for the rest of 
the country. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, this petition was presented 
to me, and I did not sign it. I felt that those who make 
the program here would formulate the program in any 
event, regardless of the views of those who might indicate 
their views in this petition. 

I understand, however, that the basic principle upon which 
farm legislation is to rest is that of limiting and controlling 
production. Aside from the general question as to whether 
or not we should do that, I desire to ask those who have 
formulated this petition whether they propose, by limiting 
the production of the American farmer and decreasing his 
acreage, to continue to import into this co'untry on a continu
ously enlarged scale the farm products of the cheap-labor 
countries. · 

To me it seems to be perfectly suicidal to be driving two 
teams in opposite directions upon the same road. A collision 
is inevitable. Senators are now talking about limiting pro
duction and decreasing acre.age, and yet they are extending 
as rapidly as possible the reciprocal trade agreements, which 
have for their purpose and objective importing into this -

. country the cheap a.gricultu:ra.I products of other nations.. 

If we are going to work out a program of reduction, let us 
not import the products of other countries where labor is 
paid about one-third or one-fourth of the amount the Amer
ican farmer has to pay for labor. There is only one reason 
for reducing acreage, and that is because the market will 
not take the large production. Is there, then, either reason or 
justice or economic wisdom in turning over a part of that mar
ket to foreign production? With reduction certainly should 
go the doctrine that the American market belongs to the 
American producer to the full extent of his ability to supply it. 

LOW-COST HOUSING 

The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill <S. 
1685) to provide financial assistance to the States and polit
ical subdivisions thereof for the elimination of unsafe and 
insanitary housing conditions, for the provision of decent, 
safe, and sanitary dwellings for families of low income and 
for the reduction of unemployment and the stimulation of 
business activity, to create a United States Housing Author
ity, and for other purposes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question before the Senate 
is on agreeing to the so-called Tydings substitute for the 
modified amendment offered by the Senator from Colorado 
[Mr. ADAMS] to the amendment reported by the committee. 

The amendment, in the nature of a substitute, was agreed 
to. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question now is on agreeing 
to the amendment of the Senator from Colorado [Mr. ADAMS] 
as amended, to the amendment reported by the committee. 

The amendment to the committee amendment was agreed 
to. 

Mr. LOGAN. Mr. President, I send to the desk an 
amendment to the committee amendment which I ask to 
have stated. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment offered by the 
Senator from Kentucky to the committee amendment will 
be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. In the committee amendment, on page 
38, line 7, after the word "created", it is proposed to insert 
a comma and the following words: 

In the Department o! the Interior and under the general super
v1slon o! the Secretary thereof. 

Mr. LOGAN. Mr. President, it will be observed that the 
amendment which I offer does not change a single word or 
line of the bill as it now stands. It simply places the 
Housing Authority under the Department of the Interior. 

There has been very much talk of late about the con
solidation of independent offices and boards. If we are going 
to pursue that policy, the Housing Authority should be 
placed under one -of the departments. The Department of 
the Interior has control of the Public Works Administra
tion, and has a Public Works Division. The Public Works 
Division has a Housiiig Divisimi which has been functioning 
for 4 years. It is made up of trained men. They have been 
engaged in slum-clearance projects; and I cannot see any 
reason for the creation of another independent a2ency. 

Let me say that the only effect of the amendment I offer 
would be, first, to make. the administrator and the di
rectors responsible to the Secretary of the Interior; that 
is, they would report to the Secretary of the Interior rather 
than to the President, which is certainly in line with the 
President's recommendations for the reorganization of the 
e)tecutive departments. Second, the administrator and the 
directors would be made subject to the supervision of the 
Secretary of the Interior; that is, the Secretary would 
have general oversight of the affairs of the Authority, and 
would have power to approve its major policies, and to 
coordinate its functions with those of the executive 
departments. 

In my judgment, the amendment ought to be accepted by 
those who favor the bill. I favor_ the bill. I expect to vote 
for it. Heretofore I have offered no amendments to it. 
I have voted against ·every amendment, I believe, that has 
been submitted, because I thought they would weaken the 
bill; but I must insist as earnestly as I can that we should 
not at this time create another independent establishment . 
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Mr. KING. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Ken

tucky yield to the Senator from Utah? 
Mr. LOGAN. I yield. 
Mr. KING. I am inclined to agree with the Senator; but 

I desire to ask for information, in case the amendment is 
adopted, whether additional amendments may not be re
quired in order properly to integrate it and connect it with 
the rest of the bill. · 

Mr. LOGAN. I do not think so. At least, that is not my 
advice. None has been called to my attention. The adoption 
of the amendment would not interfere with the appointment 
of the board by the President; it would not interfere with the 
proper functioning of the board; but it would make it a 
board under the Department of the Interior rather than an 
independent establishment. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. LOGAN. I yield to the Senator from Tennessee. 
Mr. McKELLAR. Is it not true also that the adoption of 

the amendment probably would save the Government a 
great deal of money, for this reason: Already in the Depart
ment of the Interior there is a housing set-up, and already 
slum-clearance projects have been set up in many of the 
cities. Those set-ups are already in existence; and it seems 
to me a great deal of money might be saved to the Govern
ment by utilizing the organizations which are already set up 
rather than setting up additional organizations. 

Mr. LOGAN. The Senator from Tennessee is absolutely 
correct. A housing organization has been set up in every 
State of the Union. Perhaps there is more than one in some 
of the States. There is now a housing administration in the 
Department of the Interior; and it seems to me only logical 
to conclude that what is proposed in the amendment is the 
sensible thing to do. Of course it will save money. It seems 
to be a matter of very little consequence in these days 
whether we save money or not; but the time may come when 
we shall wish to save money, and this amendment will save 
money. It will bring about a more efficient administration 
of the law. It will start out at once with an experienced or
ganization; and I can see no reason why the amendment 
should not be adopted. 

Mr. BURKE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Kentucky 

yield to the Senator from Nebraska? 
Mr. LOGAN. I yield_ to the Senator from Nebraska. 
Mr. BURKE. In line with the query of the Senator from 

Utah [Mr. KING], if the amendment of the Senator from Ken- 
tucky were adopted, would it not be necessary to . make a 
change, for instance, on page 39, in subsection ((u , which 
now reads: 

The board sh~l determine e.Il matters of policy-

And so forth. Is not the effect of the Senator's amendment 
really to make the board we are setting up merely a bureau 
in the Department of the Interior, and certainly not a policy
determining board at all? 

Mr. LOGAN. As I understand, the administrator would 
have general supervision. That is, the Secretary of the Inte
rior would have general supervision over the policies of the 
board. I suppose the board might determine its policies as 
provided in the section to which the Senator has referred, but 
it would be under the general supervision of the Secretary of 
the Interior. 

It is possible that there are some places in the bill that 
would have to be changed, but I may say to the Senator from 
Nebraska that I discussed this matter with some persons from 
the Interior Department, and I was advised that it would not 
be necessary to make other changes in the bill at the present 
time. 

Mr. BURKE. If I may say one further thing, it would 
seem to me that there are two · very different ideas, one 
relating to a bureau under the Department of the Interior, 
working under the supervision of the Department, with the 
heads · of this special housing authority, who probably 
would not be entitled to receive the salaries authorized 
under the act; ·and · the other idea that embodied in the 

bill as it was introduced, with a somewhat independent 
board, a policy-making board. I feel we are going to have 
great difficulty if we try to mix these two ideas into one. 

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, will the Senator from 
Kentucky yield to me? 

Mr. LOGAN. I yield. 
Mr. TYDINGS. Has the Senator given any thought to 

combining the activity provided here with the Federal 
Housing activity? I make this suggestion because the Fed
eral Housing Authority has operated in every State in the 
Union. They have had to meet every kind of a condition. 
They have come directly in contact with private building, 
and it strikes me that their experience would be of more 
value in carrying out the proposed law than the P. W. A., 
which was virtually an employment activity. I believe the 
Senator would be well advised if he would look into the 
Federal housing set-up. 

Mr. LOGAN. Let me· say to the Senator that he is 
explaining exactly what I have in ·mind, and what was 
said, perhaps, before the Senator came into the Chamber 
by the Senator from Tennessee. It would be my hope and 
my expectation that when the proposed board, constituting 
the Housing Authority, should be appointed, it would be a 
part of the Department of the Interior, and that it would 
move in and take charge of the Federal Housing Admin
istration as it now exists, and as it exists in the different 
States, and that it would profit from the experience and 
the efficiency of the organization which now exists. 

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield 
further? 

Mr. LOGAN. I yield. 
Mr. TYDINGS. The Federal Housing Authority, I under

stand, is under the Department of the Interior. 
Mr. LOGAN. The slum-clearance part of the Public 

Works Administration is under the Department of the In
terior, and that is the Federal Housing Administration. 

Mr. TYDINGS. But in the work of the P. W. A., which 
is a branch of the Interior Department, to which the Sena
tor refers--

Mr. LOGAN. That is true. 
Mr. TYDINGS. They have been concerned primarily 

with making grants, and with supervision. 
Mr. LOGAN. In slum-clearance projects? 
Mr. TYDINGS. In all projects dealing with housing. 
Mr. LOGAN. The Federal Housing Administration, the 

one about which the Senator from Maryland is speaking, 
of course is separate; but the slum-clearance activity, un
dertaking to rehabilitate the slums in the cities, is under 
the Department of the Interior at this time. We may keep 
on creating bureaus until none of us will know where the 
jurisdiction is. 

Mr. TYDINGS. I agree with the Senator's objective, and 
he has thought more about it than I have, no doubt; but it 
strikes me that the Federal Housing Authority could very 
well have this board as a subordinate part of its activity, 
rather than the Department of the Interior. 

Mr. LOGAN. The Federal Housing Authority, of course, 
ought to be placed under this board, or some division of it, 
at some time; but it does not fit in just now. This is a 
slum-clearance project; it is a low-cost housing project. 
The Department of the Interior, through its housing divi
sion and the Public Works Administration, has been carry
ing on this work, and has many projects in this country. 
We are now asked to throw that aside and create a new 
agency, when we could appoint a Federal Housing Au
thority, as is provided in the bill, and let it go right on 
as a bureau of the Department of the Interior. 

Mr. TYDINGS. The Senator perhaps has missed my 
object. 

Mr. LOGAN. Perhaps. 
Mr. TYDINGS. I wanted to get the board created under 

the pending bill under the director of the Federal Housing 
Administration, have all the housing in one place~ 

Mr. LOGAN. We would then create another independ
ent agency. We try to do too much. 
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Mr. TYDINGS. The Senator has not followed me. 
Mr. LOGAN. The Senator means that this board ought 

to be placed under the Federal Housing Administration, 
which is an independent agency. 

Mr. TYDINGS. That is correct; in other words, have all 
the housing in one branch. 

Mr. LOGAN. That would require still another act, be
cause the Public Works has its housing division. If the 
Senate at this time should adopt this amendment and place 
the Federal Housing Authority, or whatever the name may 
be in the bill, under the Department of the Interior as the 
responsible head, then I am quite sure that when the reor
ganization bill was passed the Federal Housing would go 
to the same place, and we would have it all under one head. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. LOGAN. I yield. 
Mr. CLARK. Is not the Senator in error in his assump

tion that the Public Works Adihinistration as a whole, 
including the housing branch of the Public Works Admin
istration, is now part of the Interior Department? It has 
nothing whatever to do with the Interior Department ex
cept for the fact that Mr. Ickes happens to exercise the 
dual capacity of being Secretary of the Interior and head 
of the Interior Department, and at the same time being 
Administrator of the Public Works Administration. 

Mr. LOGAN. That is correct. 
Mr. CLARK. Technically there is no connection on earth 

between the Interior Department and the Public Works 
Administration. It seems to me that what the Senator is 
doing now is to take advantage of the dual occupation of 
Secretary Ickes, and undertaking to put into the Interior 
Department something that has never been there. 

Mr. LOGAN. The Public Works Administration is under 
the Secretary of the Interior. I am not splitting hairs; I 
try to be rather realistic about things. This proposal simply 
places this organization likewi..se under the Department of 
the Interior, with the Secretary of the Interior having gen
eral supervisory powers over the board that is to be aP
pointed. That is all it does. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. LOGAN. I yield. 
Mr. McKELLAR. I merely wish to call the attention of 

the Senator and of the Senate to the fact that the Federal 
Housing is a different kind of institution from what is pro
posed here, because the Federal Housing depends for its 
funds to build houses entirely upon the public. It is a 
private institution. 

Mr. LOGAN. It has no appropriation from the Federal 
Government at all. The only thing the Federal Housing 
Administration does is to advise, and its notes are dis
counted through banks; but it makes no grants; it does not 
have any appropriation. It is supposed to be self-sustain
ing, and I believe that, with the recent reduction in its 
force, it is self-sustaining. That is an entirely different 
organization. It may be that it should be under the same 
general control, but it is a separate organization all the 
time. So we have the slum-clearance project under the 
Public Works Administration. 

Mr. PITI'MAN. Mr. President, will the Senator from 
Kentucky yield to me for a brief statement? 

Mr. LOGAN. I yield. 
Mr. PITTMAN. A while ago I signed a petition having 

for its purpose, I believe, a representation to the President 
that those signing it would favor a special session of the 
Congress. I have requested the Senators circulating the 
petition please to strike my name from the petition. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of the Senator from 
Kentucky on the amendment bas expired. 

Mr. LOGAN. I will take time on the bill. 
Mr. PITTMAN. I am sorry to be taking the Senator's 

time. 
Mr. LOGAN. Not at all. T'ne Senator may go right 

!ahead. 
Mr. PITI'MAN. I feel I made a mistake in signing the 

lPetition. I may say that I have expressed to the President 

personally heretofore my belief that, agricultural legisla
tion not being prepared at this time, it would be better if it 
were not taken up at this session of the Congress, and that 
if the President felt like calling a special session of the 
Congress, I should, of course, be very happy to be here. 

I feel now that, it being a constitutional privilege of the 
President to call a special session of the Congress at such 
time as he sees fit to do so, it might not be entirely in 
accord with the proprieties to suggest to him when he 
should call a special session of the Congress. 

Mr. KING. If any. 
Mr. PITI'MAN. If any. Having stated my view in re

gard to a special session for farm legislation, I am certain 
that what I should add by this petition would be little, if 
anything. 

For the reason that I believe that it may be considered as 
interfering with the constitutional privilege of the Presi
dent with regard to calling special sessions, I have asked 
that my name be stricken from the petition. 

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. President, I should like to interrogate 
the Senator from Kentucky. 

Mr. LOGAN. I yield. 
Mr. LEWIS. Does the Senator from Kentucky in his last 

observations indicate that he understands that the author
ity of the present Secretary of the Interior, as controlling 
all housing generally being pursued through the country, is 
to be at an end, and a new body being created under the 
pending bill will supersede the Secretary of the Interior? 

Mr. LOGAN. As the bill stands, without this · amend
ment, that is exactly what happens-that a new body is 
created, and I assume it will supersede the body already in 
existence, and its work will supersede the work that has 
already been done by the other body. 

Mr. LEWIS. Then two bodies would not exist. 
Mr. LOGAN. There would be only one body; and I as

sume that the Housing Division, which has been engaged in 
slum-clearance projects, would fold up. 

Mr. WAGNER. Under the bill there is a provision au
thorizing the President to bring into this board or any other 
board all the present housing activities of the Government; 
so a consolidation may be made by this legislation. 

Mr. LOGAN. I thank the Senator. That may be done; 
but the fact still remai.ns that the Housing Division of the 
Public Works Administration, which has been functioning 
for 4 years, will be completely superseded, its experience 
need not be considered at all, and the new board is set up as 
an independent establishment. Under the amendment this 
board would be placed under one of the departments; and, 
as I understand it, it has been the policy of the present 
administration recently to attempt to increase the executive 
heads, say, to 12, and then to place every agency of gov
ernment under one of the heads except the · quasi-judicial 
agencies, such as the Interstate Commerce Commission and 
the Federal Trade Commission. 

If this amendment shall be adopted, it will serve to put 
the Federal Housing Authority under the Department of the 
Interior, where it properly belongs. 

Mr. LEWIS. If I may be pardoned, I should like to say 
that my purpose in rising was to protest against a measure 
which would take out of the hands and out of the control 
of the secretary of the Interior this Housing Administration, 
while at the same time he would be h~id responsible. If, 
however, this amendment serves to supersede him com
pletely, and he is therefore released from authority or re
sponsibility, that becomes a different subject. So long as he 
is held responsible, I must respectfully insist that be ought 
to be continued in his authority. 

Mr. LOGAN. I think he ought to be held responsible; 
and under the statement made . by the Senator from New 
York perhaps the President might take the Housing Author
ity out of the Department of the Interior and place it 
under the supervision of this new board. If that is done by 
the President, we shall have another independent estab
lishement added to the 100 or more whose number we are 
trying to reduce. So my point is that this activity ought 
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to be placed in the Department of the Interior, where it 
can be carried forward as it has been, under men of experi
ence who have been previously trained in this work. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. LOGAN. I yield. 
Mr. BRIDGES. Is it true that at the present time we 

have 35 Federal agencies dealing in some degree with 
housing? 

Mr. -LOGAN. I cannot answer the question. If the Sen
ator says that is true I shall not try to deny it, beca~e 
I do not know. 

Mr. President, in conclusion I wish to say that I can 
see no occasion to take up very much time. Those who have 
any suggestions or arguments to make, of course, should 
make them. I have said all I know on this particular sub
ject. I wish to say that when ·we are ready to take a vote 
I shall ask for the yeas and nays on the amendment. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, it seems to me that the 
argument of the able and distinguished Senator from Ken
tucky [Mr. LoGAN] proceeds upon a fundamentally fallacious 
assumption of fact. He assumes that the present housing 
division of the Public Works Administration is a bureau in 
the Department of the Interior. That is not the fact. The 
Public Works Administration itself is at present and always 
has been an independent agency; and the only connection 
it has or ever has had with the Department of the Interior 
is that the Honorable Harold L. Ickes as an individual haP
pens to be the Secretary of the Interior in the President's 
Cabinet, and at the same time happens to be the Public 
Works Administrator, and also the fact that the Public 
Works Administration has been housed in the building of the 
Department of the Interior. So it is not a question of con
solidating this new agency which is being set up with an 
agency already existing in the Department of the Interior. 
It is a question of putting an agency set up for a definite 
purpose, under a definite act, into the Department of the 
Interior, where no housing activity ever has been heretofore. 
In other words, it is extending the jurisdiction of the Depart
ment of the Interior to a degree which has never as yet been 
contemplated by law. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. CLARK. I yield. 
Mr. BARKLEY. The Senator from Missouri is absolutely 

correct so far as the status of the Public Works Adminis
tration is concerned. It is a fact; however, that by reason 
of that combination of duties imposed on the Secretary of the 
Interior there has been accumulated a very large experi
ence in housing projects and in constructing buildings of the 
very type contemplated by the bill, and there has been built 
up a very efficient corps of personnel familiar therewith. 
which I suppose could be utilized by the Secretary in im
mediately inaugurating the work under this bill, whereas an 
independent agency would have to start from the ground up 
and build up its personnel 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, let me say that my experi
ence with the Housing Division of the Public Works Admin
istration has been that their activities and their conception 
of the whole housing problem has been completely at vari
ance with, not to say in bitter opposition to, the theory of 
this bill. I have never talked to an official of the Housing 
Division of the Public Works Administration who did not 
speak directly or indirectly in opposition to the general 
theory of this bill. Wbile I am on my feet, Mr. President, 
let me say further that some localities and some sections 
have had an extremely unfortunate experience with the 
Housing DiVision of the Public Works Administration, which 
makes some of us reluctant to turn this new machinery 
over to that agency. 

The Senator from WasQ.ington [Mr. ScHWELLENBACHl yes
terday sa-id that there are no slums in the State of Wash
ington. My own observation when I was last in Washington 
did not lead me to believe that that was entirely a correct 
statement. But, be that as it may, as representing in part 
the State of Missouri, I am not able to make that boast. 
Unfortunately, we have some slums in some of our cities 

in Missouri, and I am sorry to say we are as much in· need 
of relief as is the State of New York, the State of Pennsyl
vania, or the state of Illinois. I should like to see the same 
slum -clearance relief applied to those sections; but under 
the policy of the Housing Division of the Public Works Ad
mihistration some sections of the country were excluded 
from that relief. 

We had a slum-clearance project in St. Louis, as meritori
ous and needy a one, I assume, as there was in the United 
States of America; at least, so the officials connected with 
it told me. The slum-clearance project was worked out, 
without the slightest suggestion of political infiuence or any 
mercenary motives, by a committee that had been in exist
ence for a number of years, headed by Bishop Scarlett, the 
Episcopal Bishop of the State of Missourf, and on which 
committee were some of the best technical experts of the 
Middle West. 

Under encouragement from the Public Works Administra
tion that project was proceeding, and options had been se
cured on 98 percent of the land and buildings involved, with
out any suggestion by the Public Works Administration or 
anyone else of any improper profit being involved in the 
matter. Then, without notice to the persons who had been 
working on the project for months, an arbitrary deadline 
was set up of which they were not apprised until after
ward, and they and persons who had been working on 
other projects in other parts of the country were suddenly 
fnformed that they were out. 

I personally took up the matter with the highest quarters. 
I was told that the project was a most meritorious one, but 
that it had been necessary to set up an arbitrary deadline 
without informing the persons who were working on the 
project that it had been set up. I was also informed that if 
the case which had been appealed from the Louisville proj
ect to the Supreme Court of the United States were de
cided adversely to the Government, money would be avail.: 
able for such meritorious projects as the St. Louis project. 

When the Government dismissed the appeal, without tak
ing the trouble to pursue it in the Supreme Court of the 
United States, I hastened down to see what the prospects of 
the St. Louis project were, and was informed that the Mis
somi administrator had diverted the money to other pur
poses without informing me and others interested. 

I am for this bill.. I hope the Authority set up in this 
bill under the terms of the amendment proposed by the 
Senator from Maryland [Mr. TYDINGS], which has been 
adopted, will be such as to give us a more fortunate ex
perience in the distribution of these benefits than a good 
many sections of the country have enjoyed under the Pub
lic Works Administration. 

Mr. President, I do not reflect upon the honest efforts 
made by the officials of the Housing Division of the Public 
Works Administration; but, from my experience with them 
and my observation of how they operate, I repeat that I 
am convinced that they have been proceeding on an en
tirely different line and on an entirely different theory of 
slum clearance than that set up in the bill now before us. 

To take the authority and put it in a bureau in the 
Interior Department to my mind would be to destroy the 
bill. It may well be, as suggested by the Senator from 
New Hampshire [Mr. BRIDGES], that, as I personally be
lieve, the housing activities in the various departments and 
governmental bureaus should be consolidated under a single 
head; but it seems to me, inasmuch as this is the first really 
independent bill directed to the establishment of a hous
ing policy in the United States, that the authority set up in 
this bill should be the head under which other housing 
activities should be consolidated. To take this authority 
and make it a mere bureau like any other bureau in a 
department would be, it seems to me, to destroy the whole 
effect of the bill. If there is to be a general regrouping of 
governmental activities through the Government reorgan
ization bill, that is the time to decide where this activity 
should go, and not now.. 
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Mr: OMAHONEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. CLARK. Certainly. 
Mr. O'MAHONEY. Does the Senator believe there should 

be a secretary of housing under whom should be coordi-
nated all the housing activities of the Government? · 

Mr. CLARK. No; I do not know that I would go so far 
as that. That is a question on which I would have an 
open mind entirely. While I have deplored the recurring 
creation of new commissions, I am not one who believes 
that all the temporary independent activities of the Gov
ernment should be made permanent by being consolidated 
in a permanent department. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Does not the argument of the Senato~ 
lead to the conclusion that each new agency should be inde
pendent unto itself? . 

Mr. CLARK. Not necessarily; certainly not to the extent 
of making a Cabinet officer out of the head of each activity. 
For instance, I think the various purchasing agencies of 
the Government should be consolidated in one agency, but 
I would not necessarily say that the head of that agency 
should be made a Cabinet officer. 

Mr. OMAHONEY. What agency or department would ba 
more appropriate to have general supervision of housing 
than the Department of the Interior, supposedly devoted to 
the consideration of matters which affect the interior of 
the United States? . 

Mr. CLARK. As I understand, all these departments 
and bureaus are to be taken up, put in a hat, shaken up, and 
then separated and given new form. I cannot see any 
particular reason at this time for an effort on the part of 
one of the departments to reach out and take possession 
of this proposed activity. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Is not the Senator aware that the 
plan to put them all in a hat and shake them up is a plan 
which conveys to the President the authority to do the 
shaking up?. 

Mr. CLARK. Yes; and I am _not in favor .of that plan. 
Mr. O'MAHONEY. The Senator probably, then, would be 

in favor of a plan by which the Congress in creating an 
agency should designate the department under which that 
agency would be supervised? 

Mr. CLARK. That would be true if I were necessarily 
convinced that every governmental agency should be sub
ordinated to the head of a permanent department. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Does not the Senator agree that it 
would promote efficiency to have all the independent agencies 
correlated under departments having to do with the general 
subject matters with which the respective agencies deal? 

Mr. CLARK. That is another and separate and very large 
subject for discussion which will undoubtedly be debated at 
length in the next session of Congress, and which I do not 
feel either called on or able to qiscuss in the short time at 
my disposal today. The theory of the bill is to set up a 
housing authority to be head of the laboratory on the sub
ject of housing, and to make it a subordinate bureau in the 
Department of the Interior, to my mind, would destroy the 
purpose of the bill. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, this is a subject which was 
given a great deal of thought and consideration by the com
mittee which conducted the hearings and had charge of the 
preparation and reporting of the bill. The conclusion which 
the members of the committee reached, and it was a unani
mous conclusion, was that the activities proposed to be 
carried on under the terms of the bill should be carried on 
by an independent bureau and agency. Furthermore, every 
sincere advocate of the objectives of the bill that I have 
contacted in the Senate or outside of the Senate has been 
opposed to the suggestion contained in the . amendment 
offered by the distinguished Senator from Kentucky [Mr. 
LoGAN.] 

Nearly every person who has made a study of Federal ac
tivities in the housing field is in general accord with the 
sentiments expressed by the Senator from Missouri LM:r. 
CLARK]. For some reason or other, and I . am not going to 
debate it, a great deal of dissatisfaction has been developed 

over the operations in the housing division of the P. W. A. 
A great deal of it is due to the fact that they have not 
entered into the field of slum clearance in the manner desired 
by those who are most anxious to have the Federal Gov
ernment make some move in that direction rather than a 
mere gesture in the field of better housing for families of low 
incomes. They make a defense of this criticism . . There was 
no Federal law permitting the Federal Government to enter 
into the realm of Government housing. The P. W. A. bad 
no legislative authority to do what they did. They assumed 
the power under Executive order, largely based upon the 
principle that there should be set aside from the emergency 
funds appropriated by the Congress a certain definite fund 
for the promotion of employment among the unemployed
in the building crafts and this was accomplished by setting 
up, throughout the country, housing projects. 

Furthermore, there was no constitutional authority vested 
in the P. W. A. or any other Government agency to condemn 
property and to undertake the removal of slums or obtain 
land for building houses except by outright purchase. The 
record which they have made-and I want to be fair about 
it, because there is some defense to be made-is unfor
tunately not one that bas met with popular approval. So 
strong is the feeling against this proposed activity being 
given to the Hpusing Division of the P. W. A. that really 
all local housing authorities are opposed to granting the 
powers set forth in this bill to the P. W. A. They believe it 
would result in the general disapproval of and disappoint
ment on the part of all existing local housing authorities. 

I desire to read here-and this has some bearing upon 
the amendment offered yesterday by the junior Senator from 
Virginia [Mr. BYRDl--

Mr. OMAHONEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. WALSH. May I finish this statement? Then I 

shall be glad to yield. 
Mr. O'MAHONEY. I thought the Senator had come to 

the end of one statement. . 
Mr. WALSH, _ I shall be very glad to yield at this point, 

if the Senator desires. 
Mr. O'MAHONEY. My attention was directed to the 

statement which the Senator has just made. Was this rp.~t- . 
ter of coordination with any other bureau or department 
discussed before the committee? 

Mr. WALSH. Yes; and practically every witness who 
appeared before the committee_.opposed it. I cannot recall 
a single witness, unless it was a _ representative of the P. W. A., 
who did not oppose the transfer of this activity to the 
W.P.A. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Was the representation which the 
Senator P.as just quoted, that practically all of the local 
authorities would resent placing supervision under the 
Secretary of the Interior, brought out before the committee? 

Mr. WALSH. It was not. 
Mr. O'MAHONEY. Does the Senator take the position 

that this new Federal housing authority should be absolutely 
independent of all other branches of the Government? 

Mr. WALSH. I do, at least at the outset; -and I par
ticularly agree that it should be done in view of the very 
excellent amendment o:tiered by the senior Senator from 
Kentucky [Mr. BARKLEY] giving the President complete per
sonal control over the expenditure of the money and the 
making of contracts and loans by the United States Housing 
Authority. I think it is very essential that at the outset 
the President shall take a strong directing hand in this new 
Federal activity. 

I do not wish to divulge any confidences: but I think if 
all the facts were knoym-and I have not any .authority to 
quote anyone directly-it would be found that the President 
himself has been completely satisfied with the housing pro
gram of the Federal Government. I cannot vouch for that 
statement, but I do know that he is deeply and sincerely 
interested in the slum-clearance aspect of this housing ques
tion. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, I think most of us are 
Interested in the slum-clearance phase of the problem and 



1937 .CONGRESSIONAL RECORD--SENATE 8287 
desire to see slum-clearance carried on; but the subject 
now under discussion under the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Kentucky [Mr. LoGAN] does not go to the 
merits of the question at all. It goes merely to the question 
of administrative functioning, and whether or not we 
should continue to create new administrative bureaus. 

Mr. WALSH. I know how the Senator from Wyoming 
feels about that matter, and I agree with him that as a 
general principle he is right. The committee would have 
much preferred to give this authority to some existing 
agency of the Government; but if adopted the effect of the 
amendment would be that we shall have the United States 
housing authority conducting hearings and making deci
sions and determining policies. Then we shall have the 
Interior Department passing judgment upon their activities 
and their agreements and their contracts.. Then we shall 
have the President passing on the same decisions. We 
shall have three different officials dealing with the subject 
before anything of a final policy can be settled. 

Mr. LOGAN. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. WALSH. I yield to the Senator from Kentucky. 
Mr. LOGAN. In the statement just made by the Senator 

he has outlined exactly the procedure that has been followed 
by the Public Works Administration. I ask the Senator if 
he knows of any emergency agency of the Government 
which has functioned better, and in the case of which the 
people receive more value from the money expended, than 
the Public Works Administration in its operation during the 
past 4 years? · 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, I am sorry that I cannot 
agree with the Senator in that respect. First of all, I am 
not fully informed. My distinct impression is, however, that 
{there has been a -general feeling of disappointment about 
1the housing program of the Housing Division of the P. \V. A. 
', Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President--- . 
, Mr. WALSH. I regret to have to say that, and I admit 
that I am not fully informed on the facts. Perhaps · I 

1 

ought not to make the statement; but I have the impres-
1 sion that the activities in that direction have been dis
,appointing because their efforts have been in the general 
:housing field. Indeed, if time permitted I could give some 
'evidence of very high prices paid for some of the property 
'on which houses have been built. 

The answer the P. W. A. authoriti~ make is, "We had no 
power to condemn. Therefore, in order to do anything at 
all, we had to go out and make the best bargains we ·could 
and pay these high prices for private property in order 
to do any building." 

Mr. LOGAN. That is true; but the Senator is speaking 
of the Housing Division of the Public Works Administration. 

Mr. WALSH. I am. 
Mr. LOGAN. I am speaking of the other work, which, 

after it is originated, goes to the board, then goes to the 
'Secretary of the Interior, and then goes · to the President, 
which is exactly the same course which will be pursued if 
the amendment I have offered shall be adopted. 

Let me say to the Senator, and then I shall have con
cluded, that I do not know how people elsewhere feel about 
the Public Works Administration; but in my State, during 
the 4 years in which it has operated, there has never been 

·a single complaint of any kind against the operations of the 
Public Works Administration. 

1 Mr. WALSH. My comments were directed entirely to the 
Housing Division. I agree with the Senator that so far as I 
have been able to obtain the facts, in the operations between 
the local authorities and the Public Works Administration, 
in the allotment of funds, in the development of local proj
ects, the work has been satisfactorily done. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President---
Mr. WALSH. I yield to the Senator from Tennessee. 
Mr. McKELLAR. A.l.so I desire to suggest that when bonds 

and other securities were taken from the local authorities 
1 
by the P. W. A. a.nd then sold to the R. F. C., not only 

·have those bonds and other securities been so carefully taken 
1 
by the P. W. A. as to bring the Government out whole but 
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the Government really has made a profit of about $10,000,000 
on that phase of the transactions. 

Mr. WALSH. I thank the Senator for that information. 
Mr. McKELLAR. I think the P. W. A. has done a wonder

derful work in this country. 
Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, perhaps the statement I am 

now about to make has only an indirect bearing upon the 
issue here, and has a more direct bearing upon the amend
ment offered yesterday by the distinguished junior Senator 
from Virginia [Mr. BYRD], but it is illuminating. 

The figures I now present represent the cost per room 
of buildings actually constructed by the P. W.' A. in com
parison with houses built by private owners in cases · in 
which mortgages have been taken by the R. F. C. or private 
banks and these mortgages insured by the Federal Housing 
Administration. 

In the city of Boston the P. W. A. has spent $1,566 per 
room on the . building projects it has undertaken. In the 
city of Chicago it has spent $1,746 per room in one project, 
$1,520 in another, and $1 ,628 in another. In Binghamton, 
N. Y., it has spent $1,318 per room; in Omaha, $1,530; in. 
Detroit, $1,623. 

Now, mark you, where private capital has built houses for 
low-income groups, where limited-dividend housing corpora
tions have done the work and the mortgages thereon have 
been insured by the Federal Housing Administration, the 
average on 22 projects built or estimated for the past 2 years 
is $1,147 per room against $1,566 by the P. W. A. in the city 
of Boston, and $1,746 in the city of Chicago. This represents 
an increased cost of almost 33% percent for housin through 
Government funds. · 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. WALSH. I yield. 
Mr. CONNALLY. Is that exclusive of the land? 
Mr. WALSH. No; including the land. 
Mr. CONNALLY. There is the difference. The amend

ment of the Senator from Maryland [Mr. TYDINGS] excluded 
the value of the land. 

Mr. WALSH. But my purpose in presenting these figures 
at this time was to call attention to the fact that there is 
some reasonable ground for the criticism that the housing 
projects in the Housing Division of the P. W. A. have not 
been as economically conducted and managed as they· ought 
to have been. 

Mr. President, I think I have said all I desire to say upon 
this subject, but I feel very strongly, and I desire to repeat 
that the sentiment of the earnest friends of this measure~ 
the unanimous sentiment of the members of the committee, 
the almost unanimous testimony before the committee, all 
the public sentiment I have been able to get, except in the 
case of Senators who are interested in not establishing any 
more units of governmental activity, has been to the effect 
that this activity could best be done by persons who would 
make it a real slum-clearance job. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President---
Mr. WALSH. I yield to the Senator from Georgia. 
Mr. GEORGE. I should like to ask the Senator whether 

the Public Works Administration has not striven with the 
rehousing problem primarily-that is, obviously, from its 
efforts and from its accomplishments-has striven to provide 
housing at low cost, but having no necessary connection with 
the removal of slums whatsoever? 

Mr. WALSH. That has been the general result of their 
activities. 

Mr. GEORGE. Slum clearance was largely incidental? 
Mr. WALSH. Yes; and they admit it, and they asserted 

that because they did not have legal authority they could 
not do it. They make that defense of their position, which I 
think is entitled to consideration. 

Mr. GEORGE. I am not offering my observation as a 
criticism; but I have understood that the Public Works Ad
ministration was driving at housing at a reasonable cost, or 
even a low cost, but not necessarily for slum dwellers or 
people who had previously occupied slums; that that seemed 
to have been the purpose back of their activities. 
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Mr. WALSH. The Senator is 'Correct. 
Mr. GEORGE. I agree with the Senator from Massachu

setts fully that the defense that anyone can make of this 
program seems to me to rest exclusively upon the basis of 
slum clearance, and the alleviation and elimination of that 
type of habitation in our great metropolitan areas, largely, 
because the Senator may recall that the first day of the de
bate something was said between the Senator from New 
York and myself about how slums could exist in rural areas. 
Strictly speaking, a slum cannot exist in a really rural sec
tion, unless we mean within a village or city surrounded by 
farms. But a slum, in the strict sense, cannot exist on farms, 
or what we know as rural areas, and I do not believe it does 
exist. 

Mr. WALSH. I thank the Senator. I ask that the table 
which I send to the desk may be printed in the RECORD in 
connection with my remarks. 

There being no objection, the table was Qrdered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

Cost per room of buildings actually constructed 

Price Price 
Number Building per room per unit 
of rooms cost (building (of 4 

only) rooms) 

Boston (Public Works Administration 
in depression years) __________________ 3,912 $6,124,751 $1,566 $6,264 

Chicago (Public Works Administration 
in depression years) __________________ 2, 514 4, 390,911 1, 746 6,984 

Do _____________ --------------- ___ - 1,070 1, 626,918 1, 520 6,(»10 

~-(I>iit>li"C-w0i1Cs-A.ifm-io-j5trntfo:O- 3,254 5,301,362 1,628 6,512 

in depression years) __________________ 860 956,127 1,112 4,448 
Birmingham (Public Works Adminis-

tration in depression years) __ -------- 1,588 2,093,850 1, 318 5,272 
Enid (Public Works Administration in 

depression years) _____ --------- _______ 311 532,340 1,711 6,844 
Omaha (Public Works Administration 

in depression years) __________________ 1,119 1, 709,541 1,530 6,120 
Detroit (Public Works Administration 

in depression years) __________________ 2,356 3,873,697 1,643 6,572 
New York (Knickerbocker Village) 

private capital under Federal Hous-
ing Administration __ ---------------- 5,235 6, 148,391 1,174 4,696 

Federal Housing Administration low· 
cost projects by private capital (aver-
age of 22 projects built or estimated in last 2 years) __________________________ ---------- ------------ 1,147 4,588 

Mr. WAGNER. I concur in the conclusion reached by the 
Senator from Massachusetts. I have had charge of this pro
posed legislation, and, of course, have been much interested 
in it. I think every witness who appeared before the com
mittee, except the representative from the housing authority 
of the Interior Department, testified in favor of an independ
ent board. I was one of the few who drafted the legislation, 
and we proceeded on the theory of an independent board, 
because we felt the work could be more effectively done under 
an independent board. In addition, there is a provision in 
the bill which authorizes the President to transfer the very 
bureau about which we are talking to the housing board. So 
that the authority would exist for the consolidation of all of 
the housing authorities by the President. 

I have not had a chance to reflect upon this proposal be
cause it is presented at the last moment in the consideration 
of the measure, and frank.]y I do not think it is fair to me. 
We are suddenly asked, instead of making this an independ
ent board, to make it a mere bureau under the Secretary of 
the Interior, so that he would have complete control over all 
of the activities of the board. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. WAGNER. I yield. 
Mr. BYRNES. Did the Senator state that in the bill there 

is a provision authorizing the President to transfer the 
activities? 

Mr. WAGNER. Oh, yes. 
Mr. McKELLAR. What section? 
Mr. WAGNER. On page 40, section (c), it is provided: 
The President may at any time in his discretion transfer to the 

Authority any right, interest, or title held by any department or 
agency of the Federal Government in any housing or slum-clear
ance projects, any assets, contracts, records, libraries, research 
materials and other property held in connection with any housing 
or slum-clearance projects or activities, any unexpended balance 

· of funds allocated to such department or agency for the develop
ment, administration, or assistance of any housing or slum-clear
ance projects or activities, and any employees who have been 
engaged in work connected with housing or slum clearance. The 
Authority may continue any or all activities undertaken in con
nection with projects so transferred, subject to the provisions of 
this act. 

That gives the President the authority. 
Mr. BYRNES. Does the Senator construe that as giving 

the President authority to transfer the authority to some 
existing executive department if he so desires? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I do not think it does. 
Mr. WAGNER. No. But the employees who are now 

working in the Department of the Interior, conducting 
housing activ:tties, may be transferred to the authority set up 
under the bill. 

Mr. BYRNES. I thought this language gave to the 
President the authority to transfer, under the language on 
line 20, "any right, interest, or title held by any depart
ment • • • in any housing project", the title to the 
land. 

Mr. WAGNER. That is not the provision. I refer to 
page 41, line 3, "and any employees who have been engaged 
in work connected with housing or slum clearance." 

Mr. BYRNES. It gives him the authority to transfer the 
title, or any employees? 

Mr. WAGNER. He may transfer any employees. I have 
no criticism to make of the Secretary of the Interior, of 
course. But we have been discussing this bill since early 
winter, when I first introduced it, until the present time. 

• Hearings were held before the committee, and no suggestion 
was presented to me until late yesterday that there was to 
be any supervision by the Interior Department. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. WAGNER. I yield. . 
Mr. CONNALLY. On page 63, section 20, subsection <b>, 

I note this provision: 
That any unallocated funds-

Mr. WAGNER. That is to be stricken out. 
Mr. CONNALLY. I hope the Senator will have it stricken 

out. 
Mr. WAGNER. I made the statement on the floor a day 

or so ago I would move to strike it out, and I have the amend
ment on my desk. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I congratulate the Senator. 
Mr. BYRNES. Would the Senator say that the construc

tion of the language on page 40 to which he called attention 
would give the President the power to transfer from any 
existing department the title to any lands in any projects 
held by any existing department to the authority created by 
the pending bill? 

Mr. WAGNER. Yes; and, in addition, the employees. 
Mr. McKELLAR. And unexpended balances. 
Mr. WAGNER. In connection with the project, that 

means, of course. 
Mr. BYRNES. Any projects, title to which is held by the 

Department of the Interior or any other department, can 
be transferred to the authority? · 

Mr. WAGNER. If the President deems it wise. 
Mr. BYRNES. No project authorized under this bill could 

be transferred to the Department of the Interior, however. 
Mr. WAGNER. No; but in connection with this whole 

subject matter, as to what department the board ought to be 
under, the Senator from Maryland thought it ought to be 
under the Federal Housing Administration. I am sure that 
the whole matter is going to be considered when the reorgani
zation bill comes before us. Of course the board will then 
be put under some department of the Government. I do not 
know what the Senate will decide to be the proper depart
ment under which the board should act. But that will be 
the time to act upon that question. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. WAGNER. I yield. 
Mr. O'MAHONEY. If the amendment of the Senator 

from Kentucky [Mr. LoGAN] were altered so as to provide 
that this general supervision by the Secretary of the Inte-
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rior should be confined to what has been known as the 
housekeeping functions, would . there be any serious objeC
tion to that? 

Mr. WAGNER. Just what does the Senator from Wyo
ming mean by that? 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. The Senator will recall that when 
this matter was under discussion a few days ago I drew 
attention to the fact that the bill which is now under con
sideration by the Special Committee on Reorganization 
carries a provision authorizing the President to consolidate, 
under the various departments and agencies, these execu
tive functions, such as the preparation of estimates of 
appropriation, the maintenance of personnel, records of 
procurement of material, supplies and equipment, the ac
counting for public funds, the rental of quarters, and 
related matters. 

Mr. WAGNER. Matters related to what? 
Mr. O'MAHONEY. Matters related to the specific mat

ters recited before-the so-called administrative house
keeping functions. 

Mr. WAGNER. I suppose there is a great deal in what 
the Senator says, but let me ask the Senator from Wyo~ 
ming, who is so much interested in the whole reorganization 
-program and who knows a good deal about it, whether the 
·logical time to do that is not when the committee comes 
:forward with its reorganization bill, and in that bill the 
'committee will either designate the department or give the 
,power to the President to put this particular board into 
any department that the committee at the time shall deem 
:advisable? 
: Mr. O'MAHONEY. I am disposed to go along with the 
'senator from New York on this matter as much as possible, 
but I do have the feeling that when Congress is studying the 
'problem of coordinating the various activities of the Govern
ment it is an illogical thing at the same time to be creating 
Independent agencies, when necessarily the creation of these 
;independent agencies carries with it the appointment of 
additional personnel and the duplication of effort. 
! Mr. WAGNER. There will not be any additional per
sonnel, I will say to the Senator. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. There could not help but be addi
tional personnel. 

Mr. WAGNER. I do not see that at all, because the 
employees engaged in housing activities and slum-clearance 
activities may be transferred. I do not want to be obstinate 
'about this at all, except to say that it may be that later on 
the Reorganization Committee or the President may decide 
that this board ought to go into another department. Are 
we in a position now to determine what department this 
particular board ought to go to under the reorganization 
program? 
; Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, I think that the De
partment of the Interior is very well situated for that work. 

Mr. WAGNER. Probably it would be chosen. 
· Mr. O'MAHONEY. Without regard to the personality of 
the one who happens to be directing it. 

Mr. WAGNER. I have the highest regard for the ability 
and integrity of the Secretary of the Interior. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, I have no desire to 
trespass upon the Senator's time. 
: Mr. WAGNER. I have concluded. 

I now ask the Senator whether that amendment would be 
objectionable to him. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, a parliamentary in· 
quiry. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator will state it. 
Mr. COPELAND. May I ask our leader whether he in

tends to go on with the housing bill tonight? 
Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I had hoped today, as I 

had hoped yesterday, that we might conclude the consider
ation of the bill before the end of the day, but probably we 
cannot do so. 

·In that connection I wish to say that I propose to move 
for a recess until 11 o'clock tomorrow; and I also wish to 
say that unless we can make more progress in the next week 
or two than we have made in the last week or so, we shall 
not be able to adjourn this session of Congress by the 25th 
of this month or the 1st day of September, and we may 
look forward to the possibility of night sessions in order 
that we may get through in the near future. I hope Mem
bers of the Senate will cooperate to avoid that; but we 
have not gone as fast on this bill as we should have gone. 

I had contemplated moving at 5:30 today a recess until 
11 o'clock tomorrow; but I did hope we might pass on the 
amendment now ·pending. 

RIVERS AND HARBORS 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I should like to ask my 
leader a question. I am under compulsion to leave Wash
ington tonight for a couple of days; and I should very much 
like to have action on two bills, the omnibus rivers and 
harbors bill and the omnibus flood-control bill. I think 
action O.t;l them will take only a very few minutes. Every 
project in the bills has been approved by the Army engi
neers and passed upon by the Commerce Committee. Va
rious surveys are contained in the bills, which we always per
mit to be included as a matter of courtesy. If it is not dis
agreeable to my leader, I ask unanimous consent--

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, before the Senator does 
that, I want to say that it is not disagreeable; but I should 
like to inquire whether, without further debate, we might 
vote upon the pending amendment and clear that up, and 
then take up the two matters referred to by the Senator 
from New York. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, I desire to say a few words 
on the amendment. 

Mr. BARKLEY. If there is to be further debate on the 
amendment, perhaps we cannot have a vote on it tonight. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator 
from New York what was his request in regard to the bills? 

Mr. COPELAND. I first ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate proceed to the consideration of Calendar No. 939, 
being House bill 7051, which is the omnibus rivers and har
bors bill, together with the surveys which have been re
quested by almost every Senator. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I am advised that we 
cannot vote on the pending amendment now. Therefore, I 
ask unanimous consent that the unfinished business be 
temporarily laid aside in order that the Senator from New 
York may present his request. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Before that is done, Mr. President, I 
should like to have a copy of the bill. 

Mr. COPELAND. It iS House bill 7051. 
The PRESIDE!-.""r pro tempore. Request has been mad~ 

by the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. BARKLEY] for unani· 
mous consent that the unfinished business be temporarily 
laid aside, in order that the Senate may proceed to con
sider House bill 7051. Is there objection? 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, just one moment. Be
' ·(d) The board shall determine all matters of policy, and shall fore unanimous consent is granted I desire to ask the 
exercise the powers hereinafter granted to the Authority~ The Senator frcm New York if an item concerning Memphis 
Administrator shall be in charge of the management and routine and Cairo is included in the bill. 
administration of the Authority in the Department of the In-

' Mr. O'MAHONEY. In order that the matter may be 
clearly before the Senate, the suggestion which I have made, 
and upon which I asked an expression of the Senator's opin
ion, would be as follows. Taking paragraph Cd) on page 
39 as it now stands, together with the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Kentucky, .and the modification which 
I have suggested, the three together would read as follows: 

terior, and under the general supervision of the Secretary there- Mr. COPELAND. Is that for a survey? 
of, with regard to the executive functions of the Authority, such Mr. McKELLAR. No. Does the bill apply only to 
as the preparation of estimates of appropriation, the tnainte· surveys? 
nance of personnel, records of procurement of material, supplies 
and equipment, the accounting for public funds, tb.e rental o! Mr. COPELAI.'iD. It applies to surveys and to projects 
quarters, and related matters. ... _which have been approved. It does not apply to any others. 
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Mr. McKEI.T.AR. As I recall, the projects .. at Memphis 

and Cairo have been approved. They do not appear to be 
in the bill. 

Mr. COPELAND. That, Mr. President, is a flood-control 
matter and is contained in the other bill. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Then, Mr. President, I have no objec
tion. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
unanimous-consent request that the unfinished business be 
temporarily laid aside and that the Senate consider House 
bill 7051? 

There being no objection, the Senate proceeded to con
sider the bill <H. R. 7051> authorizing the construction, 
repair, and preservation of certain public works on rivers 
and harbors, and for other purposes, which had been re
ported from the Committee on Commerce, with amend
ments. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The clerk wfll state the 
first committee amendment. 

The first amendment of the Committee on Commerce, 
on page 3, line 23, after the word "numbered", to strike out 
"244;" and insert "244," so as to read: 

Irvington Harbor, N. Y.; House Document No. 244, Seventy-fifth 
Congress. · 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was on page 4, after line 3, to insert · 

the following: 
Sandy Hook Bay of! Atlantic Higb.la.nds, N.J.; House Document 

No. 292, Seventy-fifth Congress. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 4, after line 16, to 

insert: 
Indian River Inlet and Bay, Del.; Rivers and Harbors Committee 

Document No. 41, Seventy-fifth Congress. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 4, after line 19, to 

insert: 
Susquehanna River at Havre de Grace, Md.; House Document 

No. 322, Seventy-fifth Congress. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, I desire to inquire of 

the Senator from New York what is the total sum authorized 
by this bill? 

Mr. COPELAND. Each project is one which is approved 
by the Army engineers. These are merely authorizationS. 
The total of the authorizations is $48,715,000. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. How many States are a1Iected by the 
authorizations? 

Mr. COPELAND. Forty States. 
Mr. O'MAHONEY. What has been the attitude of the 

Bureau of the Budget with respect to them? 
Mr. COPELAND. These are authorizations. They are 

not appropriations. 
Mr. O'MAHONEY. I understand that, but has the Bu

reau of the Budget expressed any opinion whatsoever with 
respect to whether or not the authorizations should be 
granted? 

Mr. COPELAND. No. 
Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, does the bill authorize 

appropriations which will be asked for in the coming de
ficiency bill? 

Mr. COPELAND. Not this year. The Bureau of the 
Budget has expressed no objection to these projects. We 
will ask for no money this year. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The clerk will state the 
next amendment of the committee~ 

The next amendment of the Committee on Commerce was 
on page 8, after line 22, to insert: 

Clearwater Harbor, Fla.: Experimental dredging to determme 1f 
a ch annel may be maint ained by dredging alone, at a cost to the 
Federal Government not to exceed $15,000, subject to local in
terests furnishing all necessary rights-of-way and spoil-disposal 
areas free of cost to the United States and contributing to the 
cost of the improvement an amount equal to tlle funds provided 
by the United States. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page ·9, after line 6, to 

insert: 
Intracoastal Waterway from Apalachicola Bay to St. Marks River, 

Fla.; House Document No. 291, Seventy-fifth Congress. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 9, line 19, after the 

word "Committee", to strike out "Document" and insert 
"Documents"; and in line 20, after the words "Seventy
fourth", to strike out "Congress;" and insert "Congress, and 
44, Seventy-fifth Congress", so as to read: 

Mobile Harbor, Ala.; Rivers and Harbors Committee Documents 
Nos. 69, Seventy-fourth Congress, and 44, Seventy-fifth Congress. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 9, after line 20, to 

insert: 
Bayous La Loutre, St. Malo, and Yscloskey, La.; House Docu· 

ment No. 275, Seventy-fifth Congress. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 9, after line 22, to 

insert: 
Bayou Dupre, La.; House Document No. 321, Seventy-fifth Con· 

gress. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 10, after line 2, to 

insert: 
Calcasleu River and Pass, La.; House Document No. 299, Seventy

fifth Congress. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 10, after line 14, to 

insert: 
Texas City Channel, Tex.; Rivers and Harbors Committee Docu

ment No. 47, Seventy-fifth Congress; 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 11, after line 5, to 

insert: 
:Mississippi River, Minneapolis, Minn.: Extension of the 9-foot 

channel above St. Anthony's Falls, in accordance with the plan 
contained in House Document No. 137, Seventy-second Congress, 
first session, subject to such changes therein as may be found 
advisable by the Chief of Engineers and the final approval of the 
plan by the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors as neces
sary to provide adequate terminal facilities for Minneapolis. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 11, after line 21, to 

insert: 
Racine Harbor, Wis.; Rivers and Harbors Committee Document 

No. 46, Seventy-fifth Congress. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendme~t \vas, on page 12, after line 8, to 

insert: 
Momoe Harbor, Mich.; Rivers and Harbors Committee Docu

ment No. 45, Seventy-fif~ Cangress. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 13, after line 7, to 

insert: 
Sacramento River fiood control, California; Senate Commerce 

Committee Document, Seventy-ruth Congress. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on pag~ 14, after line 22, to 

insert: 
Sitka Harbor, Alaska; House Document No. 268, Seventy-fifth 

Congress. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 15, after line 7, to 

insert: 
San Juan Harbor, P. R.; Rivers -and Harbors Committee Docu

ment No. 42, Seventy-fifth Congress. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 15, after line 9, to 

insert: 
Arecibo Harbor, P. R.; Rivers and Harbors Committee Docu

ment No. 43, Seventy-fifth Congress. 
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The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 15, line 15, after the 

words "Seventy-fifth", to strike out "Congress;" and insert 
"Congress.", so as to read: 

St. Thomas Harbor, Virgin Islands; House Document No. 200, 
Seventy-fifth Congress. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 17, line 19, after the 

word "Dam", to strike out the comma and "First Stage", so 
as to read: 

SEc. 3. That for the purpose of improving navigation, controlllng 
fioods, regulating the fiow of streams, providing for storage and for 
delivery of stored waters, for the reclamation of lands, and other 
beneficial uses, and for the generation of electric energy a.s a means 
of financially aiding and assisting such undertaking, the project 
known as "Marshall Ford Dam", Colorado River project, in Texas, 
1s hereby authorized and adopted, and all contracts and agree
ments which have been executed in connection therewith are 
hereby validated and ratified, and the Secretary of the Interior, 
acting through such agents as he may designate, is hereby author
ized to construct, operate, and maintain all structures and inci
dental works necessary to such project, and in connection therewith 
to make and enter into any and all necessary contracts, including 
contracts amendatory of or supplemental to those hereby validated 
and ratified. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 18, after line 19, to 

insert: 
Northeast Harbor, Maine. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 18, after line 19, to 

insert: 
Presumpscot River, Maine. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 18, after line 20, to 

insert: 
Portland Harbor, Maine, north of House Island, to determine 

advisability of removing shoal. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 19, after line 2, to 

insert: 
Ipswich River, Mass. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 19, after line 13, to 

insert: 
Clinton Harbor, Conn. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 19, after line 23, to 

insert: 
Waterway from Albany to Schenectady, N.Y., by way of Hudson 

and Mohawk Rivers, with a view to securing a depth of 27 feet 
and suitable width. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 20, after line 12, to 

insert: 
Baltimore Harbor and channels, Md. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 21, after line 11, to 

insert: 
Channels to and near Jefferson Islands, Chesapeake Bay, Md., 

with a view to their establishment a.s an aid to navigation and the 
establishment of a harbor of refuge. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 21, after line 25, to 

insert: 
Folly Creek, Accomac County, Va. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 22, after line 6, to 

insert: 
Woods Creek, Middlesex County, Va. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 22, after line 21, to 

insert: 
Dolls Creek, N. C. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 23, after line 3, to 

insert: 
Channel from Edenton Bay, N. C., into Pembroke Creek to 

United States fish hatchery. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 23, line 23, after the 

words "Indian River", to insert "Indian River <Vero 
Beach)", so as to make the paragraph read: 

Indian River: Indian River (Vero Beach) St. Johns River 
Waterway, Fla. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 24, after line· 2, to 

insert: 
Caloosahatchee River and Lake Okeechobee drainage areas, 

Florida, with a view to constructing additional levees between 
Kissimmee River and Fisheating Creek. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 25, after line 3, to 

insert: 
Bayou Teche, La.: Upper portion, with a view to improvement 1n 

the interest of navigation and flood control. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 25, after li.ne 7, to 

insert: 
Colorado River and its tributaries, Texas, with a view to its 

improvement in the interest of navigation and flood control. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 25, after line 9, to 

insert: 
Goose Creek, Tex.: Deep-water channel and port. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 25, after line 10, to 

insert: 
Arroyo Colorado, Tex. A channel from a point at or near Mer

cedes, Tex., to its mouth, thence south in Laguna Madre to Port 
Isabel. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 25, after line 13, to 

insert: 
Survey of channel for purposes of navigation from Jefferson, 

Tex., to Shreveport, La., by way of Jefferson-Shreveport water
way, thence by way of Red River to mouth of Red River In 
the Mississippi River, including advisability of water-supply 
reservoirs in Cypress River and Black Cypress River above head 
of navigation. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 25, after line 20, to 

insert: 
Brazos River, Tex., a comprehensive survey with a view to 

preparing plans, estimates of the cost of improvements for navi
gation, flood control, water conservation, and reclamation, ex
cluding therefrom work now in progress under the Works Prog
ress Administration. The expense of such survey shall be paid 
from appropriations heretofore or hereafter made for examina
tion, surveys, and contingencies of rivers and harbors. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, at the top of page 26, to insert: 
Aliens Creek, a tributary of the Brazos River in Austin County, 

Tex., in the interest of navigation and of flood control. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 26, after line 3, to 

insert: 
Mill Creek, a tributary of the Brazos River in Austin County, 

Tex., in the interest of navigation and of flood control. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 26, after line 6, to 

insert: 
Navidad River, Tex., in the interest of navigation and of fiood 

control. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 26, after line 8, to 

insert: 
Lavaca. River, TeL, in the interest of navigation and of fiood 

control. 



8292 ~ONGRESSIONAL ;RECORD-SENATE AUGUST 5 
The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 26, after line 10, to 

insert: 
Channel or channels across Padre Island, Tex., from Laguna 

Madre to the Gulf of Mexico. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 26, after the amend-

ment just adopted, to insert: 
Canal from Ouachita River to Huttig, Ark. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 26, after line 17, to 

insert: 
Saginaw Bay, Mich. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 27, after line 5, to 

insert: 
Erie Harbor, Pa., Beach No. 2. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 27, after line 6, to 

insert: 
Rochester (Charlotte) Harbor, Genesee River, N. Y. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 27, after the amend-

ment just agreed to, to insert: 
Harbor at Del .Mar, Cali!. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 27, after line 19, to 

insert: 
Necanicum River, Oreg. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 27, after line 23, to 

insert: 
Port Angeles Harbor, Wash. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. That completes the com

mittee amendments. If there are no further amendments 
to be offered, the question is, Shall the amendments be en
grossed and the bill be read a third time? 

The amendments were ordered to be engrossed and the 
bill to be read a third time. 

The bill was read the third time and passed. 
FLOOD CONTROL 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
tor the immediate consideration of Calendar 940, the bill 
H. R. 7646, known as the :flood-control bill. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
request of the Senator from New York? 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, pending the request and 
reserving the right to object--

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I suggest to the Senator 
from Tennessee that he let us proceed with the other amend
ments, and meantime he can look up his amendment, and 
before we take final action on the bill he will be ready to 
proceed with it. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Very well. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the 

present consideration of the bill as requested by the Senator 
from New York? 

There being no objection, the Senate proceeded to consider 
the bill (H. R. 7646) to amend an act entitled "An act au
thorizing the construction of certain public works on rivers 
and harbors for flood control, and for other purposes", aP
proved June 22, 1936, which had been reported from the 
Committee on Commerce with an amendment, on page 7, to 
strike out lines 18 to 24, inclusive, all of pages 5 and 6, and 
lines 1 to 24, inclusive, on page 7, as follows: 

"Santa Ana River and tributaries, Calif. 
"South Fabius River in northeast Missouri. 
"Willow Creek, Oreg. 
"Cherry Creek and its tributaries, Colo. 

"Zumbro River and the Whitewater River m southeastern Min-
nesota. 

"Saline River, Ark. 
"Alameda and San Lorenm Creeks and their tributaries, Calif. 
"Arkansas River in Sequoyah and Haskell Counties, Okla. 
"Chariton River in Schuyler County, Mo. 
"Galena River (Fever River) in Dlinois and Wisconsin. 
"San Jacinto River, and its tributaries, in Montgomery, Walker, 

San Jacinto, Grimes, Waller, Liberty, and Harris Counties, Tex. 
"Kissimmee River Valley and its tributaries, Fla. 
"Pejaro River, Call!. 
"Dugdemonia Bayou, La. 
"Mississippi River and tributaries in vicinity of Memphis and 

Shelby County, Tenn. 
"'The Narrows' on Fourche LaFave River in Scott County, Ark. 
''Cumberland River and its tributaries in the Vicinity of Nash

ville, Tenn. 
"Cumberland River and its tributaries in the vicinity of Clarks- . 

ville, Tenn. 
"Floyd River, Iowa. 
"Little Sioux River, Iowa. 
"Tygart River and tributaries in the vicinity of Elkins, W. Va. 
"North Branch of Potomac River and its tributaries in the 

vicinity of Keyser, W. Va. 
"Santa Ana River and Banning Canyon in counties of San 

Bernardino and Riverside, Call!. 
"Mojave River, in the county of San Bernardino, Calif. 
"Lytle Creek, Waterman Canyon, 1n the county of San Ber

nardino, Calif. 
"San Jacinto River and Bautiste Creek in the county of River

side, Calif. 
"Boeuf River, Catahoula, Franklin, Caldwell, Richland, West 

Carroll, and Morehouse Parishes, La. 
"Bayou Macon, Franklin, Madison, Richland, East Carroll, and 

West Carroll Parishes, La. 
"Ouachita River and tributaries, La. 
"Russian River, Calif. 
"Buckhannon River and Middle Fork River and their tributaries 

in the vicinity of Buckhannon, W. Va. 
"Bureau Creek and tributaries, Dl. 
"Kiskiminitas River, Pa. 
"illinois River and the Fox River at Ottawa, nl. 
"Santa Clara River, Ca.l1..f. 
"Clinton River, Mich. 
"Sans Bois Creek in Haskell and Latimer Counties, Okla. 
"Salinas River, Cali.f. 
"Walnut Bayou in Little River County, Ark. 
"Cucamongo Creek, Deer Creek, San Antonio Creek, and ChinO 

Creek, Calif. 
"Cedar River, Iowa. 
"Arroyo Grande Creek in the county of San Luis Obispo, Calif. 
"Chariton River, Iowa. 
"Bill Will.iams River, Ariz. 
"Big Sandy River, in Arizona, from the junction of Trout Creek 

and Knight Creek on the north to the Bill Wlllla.ms River on 
the south. 

"Quiver River, Miss. 
"Sunflower River, MiSS. 
"Iowa River, Iowa. 
"Kisklmlnitas and Conemaugh Rivers and their tributaries, 

Pennsylvania. 
"Whitewater River, Calif. 
"Girtys Run, in Allegheny County, Pa. 
"Neosho River and its tributaries, 1n Kansas, Oklahoma, MJ.s~ 

souri, and Arkansas. 
"Nishnabotna River, Iowa. 
"Turkey River, Iowa: 
"Boyer River, Iowa." 

And to insert: 
"Connecticut and Chicopee Rivers. 
"Pawtuxet River, R. I . 
"Conewango Creek and Davis Brook in Chautauqua County and 

Cattaraugus County, N. Y. 
"Batten.k.lll, N. Y . 
"Mettawee River, N. Y. 
"Tiion, Steel Creek, N. Y. 
"Delaware River. 
"North Branch of Potomac River and its tributaries in the 

vicinity of Keyser, W. Va. 
"Kissimmee River Valley and its tributaries, Florida. 
"Estero River, Imperial River, Corkscrew River (Horse Creek), 

Gordon River, Rock Creek, Hendry Creek, Mulock Creek, and SiX 
Mile Cypress Slough, all in Florida. 

"Quiver River, Miss. 
"Sunflower River, Miss. 
"Clarksville, Memphis, and Nashville, Tenn., with a view to sub

mitting comprehensive plans for flood protection to Congress. 
"Dugdemonia Bayou, La. 
"Boeu! River, Catahoula, Franklin, Oaldwell, Richland, West 

Carroll, and Morehouse Parishes, La. 
"Bayou Macon, Franklin, Madison, Richland, East Carroll, a.n.d 

West Carroll Parishes, La. 
"OUachJta River and tributaries, La.. 
"Navidad River, Tex. 
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"Mill Creek, a tributary of the Brazos River, in Austin County, 

Tex. 
"Lavaca River, Tex. 
"San Jacinto River, and its tributaries, in Montgomery, 

Walker, San Jacinton, Grimes, Waller, Liberty, and Harris 
Counties, Tex. 

"Brazos River and its tributaries, Tex. 
"Saline River, Ark. 
"'The Narrows' on the Fourche La Fave River in Scott 

County, Ark. 
"Walnut Bayou in Little River County, Ark. 
"lllinois Bayou, Pope County, Ark. 
"Big Piney Creek in Pope and Johnson Counties, Ark. 
"Fourche LaFave River in Perry, Yell, and Scott Counties, Ark. 
"Palarm Creek, a tributary of the Arkansas River, in Faulkner 

and Pulaski Counties, Ark. 
"Bayou Meta Basin, a tributary of the Arkansas River, in the 

State of Arkansas. 
"Sulphur River, Ark. 
"Poteau River, Ark. 
"Grand (Neosho) River and its tributaries, Oklahoma, Kansas. 

Missouri, and Arkansas. 
"Platte River in the vicinity of Schuyler, Nebr. 
"Little Osage River, Kans. 
"Arkansas River in Sequoyah and Haskell Counties, Okla. 
"Sans Bois Creek in Haskell and Latimer Counties, Okla. 
"North Canadian River, Okla. and Tex. 
"South Canadian River, Okla. 
"Cimarron River, Okla. and Kans. 
"Beaver River, Okla. 
"Washita River, Okla. 
"Fountaine Que Bouille (Fountain)" River and its tributaries, 

Colorado. 
"Cherry Creek and its tributaries, Colo. 
"Mississippi River and tributaries in vicinity of Memphis and 

Shelby County, Tenn. 
"Wyaconda River in Clark and Lewis Counties, Mo. 
"South Fabius River in northeast Missouri. 
"Chariton River in Schuyler County, Mo. 
"Galena River (Fever River) in lllinois and Wisconsin. 
"Floyd River, Iowa. 
"Little Siou.x River, Iowa. 
"Cedar River, Iowa. 
"Chariton River, Iowa. 
''Iowa River, Iowa. 
"Boyer River, Iowa. 
"Turkey River, Iowa. 
''Nishnabotna River, Iowa. 
"Bureau Creek and tributaries, lll. 
"Illinois River and the Fox River at Ottawa, ill. 
"Mackinaw River, lll. 
"Kickapoo River, Wis. 
"Gilmore Creek, Winona County, Minn. 
"Root River, Fillmore, Mower, Olmstead, Winona, and Houston 

Counties, Minn. 
"Zumbro River and the Whitewater River in southeastern Minne-

sota. 
"White River, S. Dak. 
"Keyapaha River, S. Dak. 
"Bad River from Philip to Fort Pierre, S.Dak. 
"Flathead River and tributaries in Flathead County, Mont. 
"Kiskiminitas River, Pa. 
"Kiskiminitas and Conemaugh Rivers and their tributaries, Pa. 
"Tygart River and tributaries in the vicinity of Elkins, W.Va. 
"Buckhannon River and Middle Fork River and their tributaries 

in the vicinity of Buckhannon, W.Va. 
"Cumberland River and its tributaries in the vicinity of Nash

ville, Tenn. 
"Cumberland River and its tributaries in the vicinity of Clarks-

ville, Tenn. 
"Girtys Run, in Allegheny County, Pa. 
"Clinton River, Mich. 
"Scioto and Sandusky Rivers and their tributaries, Ohio. 
"Mill Creek Valley in Cincinnati, Ohio. 
"Bill Williams River, Ariz. 
"Big Sandy River, in Arizona, from the junction of Trout Creek 

and Knight Creek on the north to the Bill Williams River on the 
south. 

"Gila River, ln Arizona, !rom Gillespie Dam downstream to a 
point near Wellton. 

"L.ittle Colorado River and its tributaries upstream from the 
boundary of the Navajo Indian Reservation in Arizona. 

"Santa Ana River and tributaries, California. 
"Santa Ana River and Banning Canyon in counties of San 

Bernardino and Riverside, Calif. 
"Mojave River, in the county of San Bernardino, Calif. 
"Lytle Creek, Waterman Canyon, in the county of San Ber

nardino, Calif. 
"San Jacinto River and Bautiste Creek in the county of River-

side, Calif. 
"Santa Clara River, Calif. 
"Salinas River, Calif. 
"Cucamonga Creek, Deer Creek, San Antonio Creek, and Chino 

Creek, Calif. 
"Arroyo Grande Creek in the county of San Luis Obispo, Calif. 
"Whitewater River, Calif. 

"Alameda and San Lorenzo Creeks and their tributaries, Call• 
tornia. 

"Pajaro River, Calif. 
"Russian River, Calif. 
"Santa Maria River, Calif. 
"Santa Ana River and tributaries, California. 
"Ventura River, Ventura County, Calif. 
"Willow Creek, Oreg. 
"Nestucca River and its tributaries, Oregon. 
"Chetco River and tributaries, Oregon. 
"Smith River and t ributaries, Oregon. 
"Alsea River and tributaries, Oregon. 
"Clatskanie River and tributaries, Oregon. 
"Sandy River and tributaries, Oregon. 
"Deschutes River and tributaries, Oregon. 
"Klamath River and tributaries, Oregon. 
"Malheur River and tributaries, Oregon. 
"Owyhee River and tributaries, Oregon. 
"Burnt River and tributaries, Oregon. 
"Powder River and tributaries, Oregon._ 
"Grande Ronde River and tributaries, Oregon. 
"North and South Forks of the Skagit River from Mount 

Vernon to Skagit Bay, Wash. 
"Lowell Creek, Alaska. 
"Skagway River in the vicinity of Skagway, Alaska." 
SEc. 6. That the Chief of Engineers may, in his -discretion, mod

ify the project for the control of floods on the Yazoo River, as 
authorized by Public Act No. 678, approved June 15, 1936 to 
substitute therefor a combined reservoir fioodway and levee 
plan: Provided, That the total cost thereof does not exceed the 
present authorization as estimated in House Committee on Flood 
Control Document No. 1, Seventy-fourth Congress, first session: 
Provided further, That the modified project shall be subject to the 
following conditions of local cooperation: 

No work shall be undertaken until the States or other qualified 
agencies have furnished satisfactory assurances that they wlll-

(a) undertake, without cost to the United States, all altera
tions of highways made necessary because of the construction of 
reservoirs and meet all damages because of such highway altera
tions; and 

(b) furnish, without cost to the United States, all lands and 
easements necessary to the construction of levees and drainage 
ditches. 

SEc. 7. That section 5 of the act entitled "An act authorizing 
the construction of certain public works on rivers and harbors for 
flood control, and for other purposes", approved June 22, 1936, is 
hereby amended by adding the words "and tributaries,'' after 
the words "Willamette River", in the paragraph entitled "Willam
ette River." 

SEc. 8. That the act entitled "An act authorizing the construc
tion of certain public works on rivers and harbors for flood con
trol, and for other purposes", approved June 22, 1936, as amended 
by act of Congress approved April 27, 1937, is hereby further 
amended to provide that if, in the execution of the project 
for a reservoir system for the protection of ·pittsburgh, it iS 
found that geological and engineering conditions make it im· 
practicable to construct a reservoir to provide protection for 
the city of Johnstown, Pa., flood protection shall be provided 
for said city by channel enlargement or other works: Provided, 
That the total estimated construction cost of the entire project 
shall not be increased. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, just one moment. I ask 

unanimous consent to reconsider the vote by which the com
mittee amendment was agreed to; for the purpose of offering 
a small amendment on page 10, line 5. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, the vote 
is reconsidered. 

Mr. COPELAND. I have no objection. 
Mr. McKELLAR. I now move to strike out, on page 10, 

line 5, the words "vicinity of", so as to rea~: 
Mississippi River and tributaries in Memphis and Shelby County. 

Tenn. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, one moment. What 
does that amendment do? 

. Mr. McKELLAR. The tributaries are in Memphis, Tenn. 
Mr. VANDENBERG. Very well. 
The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 
The amendment as amended was agreed to. 
Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I wish to ask the Senator 

from New York a question. I think we will all agree that this 
is an unsatisfactory way to pass an important bill of this 
sort, and we can do it under the circumstances only because 
the Senator from New York is compelled to leave the city. 

Does this bill carry the provision which was carried in the 
act of 1936, that in the Ohio River Basin, before cities can 
obtain any relief in the way of building :flood walls or other 
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protective devices, they must make local contributions to the 
extent of providing the rights-of-way and other things that 
were provided in that act? 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, there has been some modi
fication in that respect. I may say to the Senator that we 
have every assurance from high authority that the matters 
referred to by the Senator from Kentucky will be taken care 
of from another fund. 

Mr. BARKLEY. The Senator realizes, I am sure-! have 
heretofore called his attention to the fact-that there are 
many cities and towns along the Ohio River which cannot 
furnish the money with which to buy rights-of-way. In 
the case of my own home city of Paducah-a city of 40,000 
people, which was completely under water for nearly a 
month, and where the damage was over $25,000,000-neither 
by increasing taxation nor by increasing their bonded in
debtedness can they provide more than $2,000,000, the esti
mated amount necessary for obtaining the rights-of-way 
and the property over which a device would be built for 
their protection. The same situation exists in many other 
towns along the Ohio Valley which I need not mention. 

If that requirement is to be adhered to, it means a denial 
of protection to those cities ill this legislation. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, in answer to the Sena
tor from Kentucky I will say that on the first page of 
House bill 7646, beginning on line 8, under the heading 
"Ohio River Basin", we find the following: 

Levees, floodwalls, and drainage structures: Construction of 
levees, floodwalls, and drainage structures for the protection of 
cities and towns in the Ohio River Basin, the projects to be 
selected by the Chief of Engineers with the approval of the Secre
tary of War, in accordance with the report of the Chief of En
gineers in House Committee on Flood Control Document No. 1, 
Seventy-fifth Congress, first session, at a cost not to exceed $24,• 
877,000 for constructton where is hereby authorized to be appro
priated for this purpose: Provided, That the protection for Pitts
burgh, Pa., is to be interpreted as applying to the metropolitan 
district of Pittsburgh: Provided further, That the local corpora
tion required by section 3 is complied with: Provided further, 
That any funds appropriated for the fiscal year· 1938 to carry out 
the provisions of the Flood Control Act of June 22, 1936, may be · 
used for plant, material, supervisory, and skilled services neces
sary 1n the execution of the projects authorized herein, with relief 
labor furnished under the provisions of the Emergency Relief 
Appropriation Act of 1937. 

Mr. BARKLEY. That still does not take care of the re
quirement for the donation of the rights-of-way over which 
these fiood walls and other devices are to be constructed. 

I appreciate what the Senator has said about securing 
funds for that purpose from another appropriation; but I 
am somewhat in the dark about that matter, and I had hoped 
this bill would not be brought up under conditions which 
would make it difficult to amend it so as to give some dis
cretion to the President and to the Army engineers in relax
ing the requirement in the act of 1936 when they find that 
localities are unable to comply with the requirement for 
that contribution. 

Mr. COPELAND. Of course, that was exactly the reason 
for the inclusion in the bill by the House of the language I 
have read; and the amount of $24,877,000 is specified for this 
particular purpose. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Yes; but there is also a provision reading 
as follows: 

Provided further, That the local cooperation required by section 
3 is complied with. 

That refers to the act of 1936, which requires local con
tributions, which in many cases will amount to a prohibitive 
sum. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, so far as this particular 
bill is concerned I have no objection, if the Senator from 
Kentucky desires, to having it lie over for a couple of days 
until we can satisfy him on this particular item, because 
really the more urgent bill was House bill 7051, Calendar No. 
939, in which no controversial question was involved. I 
therefore ask unanimous consent that House bill 7646, hav
ing been perfected as it has been today, may remain upon 

the calendar until a. full answer can be given to the Senator 
from Kentucky. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will the Senator from 
New York yield for another question on that very item in 
the bill? 

Mr. COPELAND. Yes. 
Mr. McKELLAR. The bill confines these improvements 

to the Ohio River Basin. At Cairo, ID., and at Memphis, 
Tenn., exactly the same situation existed in the late flood 
that existed in the Ohio River Basin. Why were Cairo arid 
Memphis left out of the bill? 

Mr. COPELAND. For the reason that the Army engineers 
had not yet completed their survey and were not as yet pre
pared to give an estimate. 

Mr. McKELLAR. The Army engineers had completed 
their survey and had made a recommendation favorable as 
to Memphis, I kriow, and I believe also as to Cairo. I wonder 
if the Senator would be willing to accept an amendment 
about that matter? 

Mr. COPELAND. I am willing to have the bill as per
fected go back to the calendar, and then on Monday I shall 
ask to have it taken up. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Very well; I shall be glad to have the 
Senator do that. 

The PRESIDENT pro -tempore. Without objection, the 
request of the Senator from New York is agreed to, and 
the bill will be restored to the calendar. 

PAULINE M'KINNEY 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the 
amendments of the House of Representatives to the bill 
(S. 1219) for the relief of Pauline McKinney, which were 
to strike out all after the enacting clause and insert: 

That 1n the administration of the act entitled "An act to pro
vide compensation for employees of the United States suffering 
injuries while in the performance of their duties, and for other 
purposes", approved September 7, 1916, as amended by sundry 
acts, including the act of February 15, 1934 ( 48 Stat. 351), the 
United States Employees' Compensation Commission is hereby 
authorized and directed to extend the provisions of said acts to 
Pauline M. Warden (nee Pauline McKinney), of Tulsa, Okla., 
for personal 1njur~es sustained by her on August 17, 1934, on 
United States Highway No. 77, near Wayne, Okla., while in the 
performance of her duties as a nonrelief administrative employee 
o! the Federal Emergency Relief Administration for the State of 
Oklahoma: Provided, That claim hereunder shall be filed within 
6 months after the approval of this act. 

And to amend the title so as to read: "An Act for the 
relief of Pauline M. Warden, nee Pauline McKinney." 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I move that the Senate 
concur in the House amendments. 

The motion was agreed to. 
ORDER OF BUSINESs-EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, before I make a motion 
for an executive session I should like to say, for the benefit 
of those present and of the RECORD, that upon the comple
tion of the bill now under consideration it is the program 
to move to make the court bill the unfinished business, 
but to lay it aside for the calling of the calendar, which 
has become quite heavy. I hope Members will cooperate in 
order that we may dispatch this business as rapidly as 
possible. Otherwise, we shall be compelled to hold a session 
on Saturday, and we may have to do so in any event; but 
certainly it is necessary that we make progress in order 
to get through. 

I move that the Senate proceed to the consideration of 
executive business. 

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate proceeded 
to the consideration of executive business. 

~ctr.rrVE !IESSAGES REFERRED 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate mes
sages from the President of the United States submitting 
sundry nominations, which were referred to the appropriate 
committees. 

CFor nominations this day received, see the end of Senate 
proceedings.) 
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EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF CO~TTEES 

Mr. McKELLAR, from the Committee on Post Offices and 
Post Roads, reported favorably the nominations of sundry 
postmasters. 

He also, from the same committee, reported adversely the 
nomination of Oscar Ross Lang to be postmaster at Mont
gomery, La., in place of L. L. Thompson. 

Mr. HARRISON, from the Committee on Finance, reported 
favorably the nomination of Assistant Surgeon James C. 
Archer to be passed assistant surgeon in the United States 
Public Health Service, to rank as such from July 12, 1937. 

He ·also, from the Committee on Foreign Relations, re
ported favorably Executive B (75th Cong., 1st sess.), being 
a convention between the United States of America and 
Canada on the subject of income taxation, signed at Wash
ington, December 30, 1936, and submitted a report <Ex. Rept. 
No. 19) thereon. 

Mr. GERRY, from the Committee on Finance, reported 
favorably the nomination of George Edmund Bigge, of Rhode 
Island, to be a member of the Social Security Board for the 
remainder of. the term expiring August 13, 1941, vice John G. 
Winant, resigned. 

Mr. SHEPPARD, from the Committee on Military Affairs, 
reported favorably the nominations of sundry officers for 
promotion in the Regular Army. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The reports will be placed 
on the Executive Calendar. 

REGULATION OF WHALING 

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to 
consider Executive U <75th Cong., 1st sessJ, an interna
tional agreement for the regulation of whaling signed at 
London on June 8, 1937, between the Governments of the 
United States of America, the Union of South Africa, the 
Argentine Republic, the Commonwealth of Australia, Ger
many, the United Kingdom of Great Britain and North
ern Ireland, the Irish Free State, New Zealand, and Norway, 
which was read the second time, as follows: 

AGREEMENT FOR THE REGULATION OF WHALING 

THE Governments of the Union of South Africa., the United 
States of America, the Argentine Republic, the Commonwealth of 
Australia, Germany, the United Kingdom of Great Britain and 
Northern Ireland, the Irish Free State, New Zealand and Nor
way, desiring to secure the prosperity of the whaling industry 
and, for that purpose, to maintain the stock of whales, have 
agreed as follows:-

ARTICLE 1 

The contracting Governments will take appropriate measures 
to ensure the application of the provisions of the present Agree-. 
ment and the punishment of infractions against the said provi
sions, and, in particular, will maintain at least one inspector of 
whaling on each factory ship under their jurisdiction. The in
spectors shall be appointed and paid by Governments. 

ARTICLE 2 

The present Agreement applies to factory ships and whale 
catchers and to land stations as defined in Article 18 under the 
jurisdiction of the contracting Governments, and to all waters 
in which whaling is prosecuted by such factory ships and;or 
whale catchers. 

ARTICLE 3 

Prosecutions for infractions against or contraventions of the 
present Agreement and the regulations made thereunder shall be 
instituted by the Government or a. Department of the Govern
ment. 

ARTICLE 4 

It 1s .forbidden to take or k1ll Grey Whales a.ndj or Right Wbales. 
ARTICLE 5 

It 1s forbidden to take or kill any Blue, Fin, Humpback or 
Sperm whales below the following lengths, viz.: 

Feet 
(a) Blue whales-------------------------------- 70 
(b) Fin whales--------------------------------- 55 
(c) Humpback whales-------------------------- 35 
(d) Sperm whales------------------------------ 35 

ARTICLE 6 

It is forbidden to take or kill calves, or suckling whales or 
female whales which are accompanied by calves or suckling 
whales. 

ARTICLE 7 

It is forbidden to use a factory ship or a whale catcher attached 
thereto for the purpose of taking or treating baleen whales 1n any 
waters south of 40° South Latitude, except during the period from 
the 8th da.y o:t December to the 7th da.y of March following, both 

days inclusive, provided that in the whaling season 1937-38 the 
period shall extend to the 15th day of March, 1938, inclusive. 

ARTICLE 8 

It is forbidden to use a land station or a whale catcher attached 
thereto for the purpose of taking or treating whales in any area or 
in any waters for more than six months in any period of twelve 
months, such period of six months to be continuous. 

ARTICLE 9 

It is forbidden to use a factory ship or a whale catcher attached 
thereto for the purpose of taking or treating baleen whales in any 
of the following areas, viz.: · 

(a) in the Atlantic Ocean north of 40° South Latitude and in 
the Davis Strait, Baffin Bay and Greenland Sea; 

(b) in the Pacific Ocean east of 150° West Longitude between 
40° South Latitude and 35° North Latitude; 

(c) in the Pacific Ocean west of 150° West Longitude between 
40° South Latitude and 20° North Latitude; 

(d) in the Indian Ocean north of 40° South Latitude. 
ARTICl.E 1 0 

Notwithstanding anything contained in this Agreement, any 
contracting Government may grant to any of its nationals a 
special permit authorising that national to kill, take and treat 
whales for purposes of scientific research subject to such restric
tions as to number and subject to such other conditions as the 
contracting Government thinks fit, and the killing, taking and 
treating of whales in accordance with the terms in force under 
this article shall be exempt from the operation of this Agreement. 

Any contracting Government may at any time revoke a permit 
granted by it under this article. 

ARTICLE 11 

The fullest possible use shall be made of all whales taken. 
Except in the case of whales or parts of whales intended for 
human food or for feeding animals, the oil shall be extracted by 
boiling or otherwise from all blubber, meat (except the meat of 
sperm whales) and bones other than the internal organs, whale 
bone and ruppers, of all whales delivered to the factory ship or 
land station. 

ARTICLE 12 

There shall no.t at any time be taken for delivery to any factory 
ship or land station a greater number of whales than can be 
treated emciently and in accordance with article 11 of the present 
Agreement by the plant and personnel therein within a period of 
thirty-six hours from the time of the killing of each whale. 

ARTICLE 13 

Gunners and crews of factory ships, land stations and whale 
catchers shall be engaged on terms such that their remuneration 
shall depend to a considerable extent upon such factors as the 
species, size and yield of whales taken. and not merely upon the 
number of the whales taken, and no bonus or other remuneration, 
calculated by reference to the results of their work, shall be paid 
to the gunners and crews of whale catchers in respect of any 
whales the taking of which is forbidden by this Agreement. 

ARTICLJ: U 

With a view to the enforcement of the preceding article, each 
contracting Government shall obtain, in respect of every whale 
catcher under its jurisdiction, an account showing the total 
emolument of each gunner and member of the crew and the man
ner in which the emolument of each of them is calculated. 

ARTICLE 15 

Articles 5, 9, 13 and 14 of the present Agreement, in so far as 
they impose obligations not already in force, shall not until the 
1st day of December, 1937, apply to factory ships, land stations 
or catchers attached thereto which are at present operating or 
which have already taken practical measures with a view to 
whaling operations during the period before the said date. In 
respect of such factory ships, land stations and whale catchers, 
the Agreement shall in any event come into force on the said date. 

ARTICLE 16 

The contracting Governments shall obtain with regard to all 
factory ships and land stations under their jurisdiction records 
of the number of whales of each species treated at each factory 
ship or land station and as to the aggregate amounts of oU of 
each grade and quantities of meal, guano and other products de
rived from them, together with particulars with respect to each 
whale treated in the factory ship or land station as to the date 
and place of taking, the species and sex of the whale, its length 
and, if it contains a fretus, the length and sex, if ascertainable, 
of the foetus. 

ARTICLE 17 

'Ibe contracting Governments shall, with regard to all whaling 
operations under their jurisdiction, communicate to the Inter
national Bureau for Wbaling Statistics a.t Sandefjord in Norway 
the statistical information specified in Article 16 of the present 
Agreement together with any information which may be col
lected or obtained by them in regard to the calving grounds and 
migration routes of whales. 

In communicating this information the Governments shall 
specify:-

(a) the name and .tonnage of each factory ship; 
(b) the number and aggregate tonnage of the whale catchers; 
(c) a list of the land stations which were in operation during 

the period concerned. 
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·AJtTICLE 11J 

In the present Agreement the following expressions have the 
meanings respectively assigned to them, that is to say_: 

"factory ship" means a ship in which or on which whales are 
treated whether wholly or in part; 

"whale catcher" means a ship used for the purpose of hunting, 
taking, towing, holding on to, or scouting for whales; 

"land station" means a factory on the land, or in the terri
torial waters adjacent thereto, in which or at which whales 
are treated whether· wholly or in part; 

"baleen whale" means any whale other than a toothed whale; 
"blue whale" means any whale known by the name of blue 

whale, Sibbald's rorqual or sulphur bottom; 
"fin whale" means any whale known by the name of common 

finback, common firmer, common rorqual, finback, fin whale, 
herring whale, razorback, or true fin whale; 

"grey whale" means any whale known by the name of grey 
whale, California grey, devil fish, hard head, mussel digger, 
grey back, rip sacks; 

"humpback whale" means any whale known by the name of 
bunch, humpback, humpback whale, humpbacked whale, 
hump whale or hunchbacked whale; 

.. right whale" means any whale known by the name of Atlantic 
right whale, Arctic right whale, Blscayan right whale, bow
head, great polar whale, Greenland right whale, Greenland 
whale, Nordkaper, North Atlantic right whale, North Cape 
whale, Pacific right whale, pigmy right whale, Southern 
pigmy right whale or Southern right whale; 

"sperm whale" means any whale known by the name of sperm 
whale, spermacet whale, cachalot or pot whale; 

"length" in relation to any whale meatrs the distance meas
ured on the l~vel in a straight line between the tip of the 
upper jaw and the notch between the flukes of the tall. 

ARTICLE 19 

The present Agreement shall be ratified and the instruments of 
ratification shall be deposited with the Government of the United 
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland as soon as 
possible. It shall come into force upon the deposit of instru
ments of ratification by a majority of the signatory Governments, 
which shall include the Governments of the United Kingdom, 
Germany and Norway; and for any other Government not in
cluded in such majority on the date of the deposit of its instru
ment of ratification. 

The Government of the United Kingdom w1ll inform the other 
Governments of the date on which the Agreement thus comes into 
force and the date of any ratification received subsequently. 

ARTICLE 20 

The present Agreement shall come into force provisionally on 
the 1st day of July, 1937, to the extent to which the signatory 
Governments are respectively able to enforce it; provided that if 
any Government within two months of the signature of the 
Agreement informs the Government of the United Kingdom that 
it is unwill1ng to ratify it the provisional application of the Agree
ment in respect of that Government shall thereupon cease. 

The Government of the United Kingdom wUl communicate the 
name of any Government which has signified that it is unwilling 
to ratify the Agreement to the other Governments, any of whom 
may within one month of such communication withdraw its 
ratification or accession or signify its unwillingness to ratify as 
the case may be, and the provisional application of the Agreement 
in respect of that Government shall thereupon cease. Any such 
Withdrawal or communication shall be notified to the Government 
of the United Kingdom, by whom it wiU be transmitted to the 
othei' Governments. 

ARTICLE 21 

The present Agreement shall, subject to the preceding article, 
remain in force until the 30th d.ay of June, 1938, and thereafter 
if, before that date, a majority of the contracting Governments, 
which shall lnclude the Governments of the United Kingdom, 
Germany and Norway, shall have agreed to extend its duration. 
In the event of such extension it shall remain in force until 
the contracting Governments agree to modify it, provided that 
any contracting Government may, at any tim~ after the 30th day 
of June, 1938, by giving notice on or before the 1st day of Janu
ary in any year to the Government .of the United Kingdom (who 
on receipt of such notice shall at once communicate it to the 
other contracting Governments) withdraw from the Agreement, 
so that it shall ~ease to be in force in respect of that Govern
ment after the 30th day of June following, and that any other 
cont.tacting Government may, by giving notice in the like manner 
within one month of the receipt of such communication, with
draw also from the Agreement, so that it shall cease to be in 
force respecting it after the same date. 

ARTICLE 22 

Any Government which has not signed the present Agreement 
may accede thereto at any time after it has come into force. 
Accession shall be effected by means of a notification in writing 
addressed to the Government of the United Kingdom and shall 
take effect immediately after the date of its receipt. 

The Government of the United Kingdom will inform all the 
Governments which have signed or acceded to the present Agree
ment of all accessions received and the date of their receipt. 

In faith whereof the Undersigned, being duly authorised, have 
signed the present Agreement. 

Done 1n London the 8th day of June, 1937, in a single copy, 
which shall remain deposited in the archives of the Government 
of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, 
by whom certified copies will be transmitted to all the other 
contracting Governments. 

For the Government of the Union of South Africa: 
F. J. DU TOIT. 

For the Government of the United States of America: 
HERsCHEL V. JOHNSON. 
REMINGTON KELLOGG. 

For the Government of the Argentine Republic: 
MANuEL E. MALBR!N. 
M. FINCATI. 
T. L. MARINI. 

Por the Government of the Commonwealth of Australia: 
S.M. BRUCE. 

For the Government of Germany: 
WOHLTHAT. 

For the Government of the United Kingdom o! Great Britain 
and Northern Ireland: 

HENRY G. MAURICE. 
GEO. HOGARTH. 

For the Government of the Irish Free State: 
SEAN O'FAOLAIN O'DULCHAO~GH. 

Par the Government of New Zealand: 
G. McNAMARil. 

For the Government of Norway: 
BmGER BERGERSEN. 

FINAL ACT 

The Conference, having this day signed an Agreement tor the 
Regulation of Whaling, to take immediate effect, desires to add, for 
the consideration of the Governments represented at the Confer
ence, the following observations:-

2. The Agreement is valid for one year and will, it is hoped, 
continue in force for future years, unless the Governments, or any 
of them, decide to the contrary. It is likely, in the opinion of the 
Conference, to go far towards maintaining the stock of whales, 
upon which the prosperity of the whaling industry depends. 

3. Experience may prove, however, that further measures of 
conservation are necessary or desirable. The Conference desires, 
therefore, to suggest that certain further methods of conservation 
and of preventing wastage of wha-les should be examined by the 
Governments concerned without delay, and that the Governments 
should take the necessary measures by legislation to place them
selves in a position to impose such further regulations of whaling 
as experience may dictate. 

4. The Agreement prescribes regulations mainly of general ap
plication to whaling from factory ships and land stations alike. 
The most important of these regulations are those requiring . the 
observance of close seasons, prohibiting the taking of whales of cer
tain species already threatened with extinction, prohlbiting the 
taking of female whales with calves or suckling whales and of whales 
of different species below size limits prescribed for each species 
requiring full commercial use to be made of every part of every 
whale taken, and limiting the time within which, from the time of 
catching, whales must be treated in a factory ship or land station 
as the case may be. The purpose of these regulations is to limit 
the number of whales killed and to prevent the waste of whale 
material. 

5. Certain provisions of the Agreement, however, affect only 
pelagic whaling, in particular those provisions which absolutely 
prohibit pelagic whaling for baleen whales ~n certain large areas 
of the sea. This differentiation between whaling prosecuted by 
means of factory ships and by means of land stations needs ex
planation. It has been urged that whaling as hitherto prosecuted 
from some land stations, especially near the equatorial zone, has 
been wasteful and harmful because the physiological condition of 
the whales taken was such that their oil yield was low and be
cause whales were taken at these stations when they were about 
to throw their calves. Against this it may be argued that the 
raising of the size limits for various species under the Agreement 
w1ll greatly restrict the catch brought to the land stations, that 
the land stations, not enjoying the mobility of the factory ships, 
are already handicapped in the pursuit of whales, and that what
ever catch they take is a comparatively insignificant fraction of 
the total catch. The Conference recommends that the catch of 
the land stations should be carefully studied and that the Gov
ernments should consider, in the light of such study, what further 
regulations, if any, should be attached to whaling from land 
stations, either generally or in particular geographical areas. In 
the view of the Conference, there is a certain risk that the re
strictions imposed on pelagic whaling may lead to a development 
of whaling from land stations, and the Governments should ac
cordingly place themselves in a position to check or regulate such 
development should it occur. 

6. The Conference further recommends that the Governments 
should put themselves in a position to limit, lf it is thought fit, 
the number of whale catchers that may be employed in connec
tion with any factory ship or land station with a view to further 
limitation of the destruction of whales. 

7. The Governments are also recommended to take powers, if 
they do not already possess them, to prohibit whaling entirely in 
any area of the sea .either permanently or for a limited period. 
It is felt that it may be desirable, in the light of experience 
gained, to close permanently areas which may be proved to be 
calving areas, or to close from year to year selected _areas of the 
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Antarctic Ocean or elsewhere for the purpose of giving to the 
:Whales a sanctuary in which they may escape molestation. 

8. The Conference also recommends that the Governments should 
place themselves in a position to regUlate the methods of killing 
whales. Under existing methods of whaling, whales may be fatally 
injured, but lost owing to defects in the guns or harpoons in use, 
including the propelling and bursting charges. This involves waste 
of whales. It is suggested that it may prove desirable so to regu
late the methods of taking whales as to ensure that, by the use of 
suitable explosive charges, or by the use of a harpoon electrically 
charged. the whale when hit may be speedily killed and wastage 
thus avoided. Moreover, a regulation of this character may be ex
pected to abate something of the undoubted cruelty of present 
methods of whaling. 

9. The Conference further . recommends that the contracting 
Governments should take steps to prevent this Agreement and any 
regulations made thereunder from being defeated by the transfer 
of ships registered in their territories to the Flag of another Gov
ernment not a party to this Agreement, and suggests that for this 
purpose it might be provided that the transfer of a factory ship or 
whale catcher from its national Flag to the Flag of any other 
country should be permitted only under licence of the Government. 

10. The Conference believes that the regulations upon which it 
has agreed will certainly contribute to the maintenance of the 
stock of whales and to the prosperity of the whaling industry. 
Not all the representatives of Goverinnents present at the Con
ference have been able to sign the Agreement, some of them not 
being authorised by their Governments in that behalf. It is hoped 
that all Governments represented will eventually accede to the 
Agreement. The Conference desires to urge upon the contracting 
Governments that they should use their utmost endeavours to se
cure the adhesion of such Powers as are interested in the whaling 
industry but were not represented at the present Conference. The 
Conference recognises that the purpose of the present Agreement 
may be defeated by the development of unregulated whaling by 
other countries, in which case it would be a matter for considera
tion whether the present Agreement should be continued in force, 
or whether the contracting Governments should not agree to 
modify their regulations to meet the situation thus created, or even 
to permit their nationals to pursue whaling without regulation, so 
that they may derive from its pursuit such benefit as may be had 
before the stock of whales has been reduced to a level at which 
whaling ceases to be remunerative. For the Conference is con
vinced that, unless whaling is now strictly regulated, that even
tuality cannot be regarded as remote. 

11. In conclusion, the Conference desires to urge that a further 
Conference should be held at a convenient time next year, at 
which the results of the forthcoming season may be studied and 
the question of the modification or extension of the present 
.Agreement be considered. 

Done in London, the 8th day of June, 1937, in a single copy, 
which shall remain deposited in the archives of the Government 
of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, 
by whom certified copies will be transmitted to the other Govern
ments which have signed the Agreement for the Regulation of 
Whaling. 

For the Government of the Union of South Africa: 
F. J. DU Torr. 

For the Government of the United States of America: 
HERSCHEL V. JOHNSON. 
REMINGTON KELLOGG. 

For the Government of the Argentine Republic: 
MANUEL E. MALBRAN, 
M. FINCATI. 
T. L. MARINI. 

For the Government of the Commonwealth of Australia: 
S.M. BRUCE. 

For the Government of Germany: 
WOHLTHAT. 

For the Government of the United Kingdom of Great Britain 
and Northern Ireland: 

HENRY G. MAURICE. 
GEO. HOGARTH. 

For the Government of the Irish Free State: 
SEAN O'FAOLAIN O 'DULCHAONTIGH. 

For the Government of New Zealand: 
G. McNAMARA. 

For the Government of Norway: 
BIRGER BERGERSEN, 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. President, I move that the Senate ad
vise and consent to the ratification of this treaty. 

Back in 1931 there was an international ·agreement 
ente;ed into for the conservation and for the restoration 
of the whale stock in the oceans of the world. That treaty 
was ratified by the Senate of the United states, and pro
claimed by the President in 1935. In 1936 Congress passed 
legislation implementing the treaty. 

In June of this year another international conference 
was held at London for the purpose of modernizing the 
provisions of the treaty. It is essentially a conservation 
treaty, and it seeks to conserve and restore the whale stock 
by various means. It prohibits the killing of certain species . 

of whales in any waters. It provides that the killing of 
other whales may be engaged in only at particular times 
and in particular areas of the ocean. 

The treaty contains a provision seeking to make certain 
the utilization to the fullest possible degree of the killed 
whales. In the old days those engaged in this industry 
simply extracted the oil, and all the other parts of the 
whale were wasted. The treaty seeks to prevent excessive 
killings. So far as the committee is advised, there is no 
opposition on the part of anyone to the ratification of the 
treaty, and I think material considerations and sentimental 
considerations dictate that the Senate should act promptly 
and favorably on the treaty. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. WHITE. I yield. 
Mr. CLARK. Does the treaty apply to all whales? I 

read a magazine article only a few days ago in which it 
was asserted that a new practice had grown up on the 
Massachusetts coast of going out to sea and more or less 
driving in herds of whales onto the beaches, and the onlY 
product was a slight oil content of about a pound and a 
half found in the whale's head. 

Mr. WIDTE. I think those were blackfish, so-called. 
Speaking generally, this treaty applies to all species of whales, 
and, as I said, it prohibits entirely the killing of some species 
which are specified in the treaty, and limits the size of whales 
of other species which may be killed. 

Mr. CLARK. How many nations have ratified the treaty? 
Mr. WIDTE. Some 26 nations either signed or adhered 

to the original treaty. A conference was held only in June 
of this year. I cannot advise the Senator what nations have 
ratified, but the expectation of the State Department is that 
all of the nations which were adherents to the previous con
vention will give their approval to this one. 

Mr. CLARK. That will be sufficient to control the world 
situation? 

Mr. WHITE. To a very large ex;tent. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If there be no amend

ments, the convention will be reported to the Senate. 
The convention was reported to the Senate without amend

ment. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The resolution of ratifica

tion will be read. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
Resolved (two-thirds of the Senators present concurring therein). 

That the Senate advise and consent to the ratification of Execu
tive U, Seventy-fifth Congress, first session, an internation.a.l 
agreement for the regulation of whaling, signed at London on 
June 8, 1937, between the Governments of the United States of 
America, the Union of South Africa, the Argentine Republic, the 
Commonwealth of Australia, Germany, the United Kingdom o! 
Great Britain and Northern Ireland, the Irish Free State, New 
Zealand, and Norway. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agree
ing to the resolution of ratification. [Putting the question.] 
Two-thirds of the Senators present concurring therein, the 
resolution is agreed to, and the treaty is ratified. 

The clerk will state in order the nominations on the cal
endar. 

ENVOYS EXTRAORDINARY AND MINISTERS PLENIPOTENTIARY 

The legislative clerk read the nomination of Robert 
Frazer, of Pennsylvania, to be Envoy Extraordinary and 
Minister Plenipotentiary to El Salvador. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, the 
nomination is confirmed. 

The legislative clerk read the nomination of Frederick A. 
Sterling, of Texas, to be Envoy Extraordinary and Minister 
Plenipotentiary to Estonia and Latvia. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, the 
nomination is confirmed. 

The legislative clerk read the nomination of Frank P. 
Corrigan, of Ohio, to be Envoy Extraordinary and Minister 
Plenipotentiary to Panama. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection. the 
nomination is confirmed. 
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The legislative clerk read the nomination of Arthur Bliss 

Lane, of New York. to be Envoy Extraordinary and Minister 
Plenipotentiary to Yugoslavia. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, the 
nomination is confirmed. 

DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE 

The legislative clerk read the nomination of George D. 
Hopper, of Kentucky, to be consul general of the United States 
of America. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, the 
nomination is confirmed. 

RECESS 

Mr. BARKLEY. I move that the Senate take a recess until 
11 o'clock a.m. tomorrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5 o'clock and 55 minutes 
p.m.) the Senate took a recess until tomorrow, Friday, August 
6, 1937, at 11 o'clock a.m. 

NOMINATIONS 
Executive nominations received by the Senate August 5 

(legislative day of July 22), 1937 
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE 

Claude McColloch, of Oregon, to be United States district 
judge, district of Oregon, vice Hon. John H. McNary, de
ceased. 

UNITED STATES ATTORNEY 

William McClanahan, of Tennessee, to be United States 
attorney for the western district of Tennessee. <MI. Mc
Clanahan is now serving in this office under an appointment 
which expired June 13, 1937.) 

UNITED STATES MARsHAL 
Charles W. Miles to be United States marshal for the 

western district of Tennessee, vice Hon. Bert Money Bates, 
whose term has expired. 

PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE 

The following-named surgeons to be senior surgeons in the 
United States Public Health Service, to rank as such from 
the dates set opposite their names: 

Harry E. Trimble, July 16, 1937. 
· Mark V. Ziegler, August 2, 1937. 

James E. Faris, August 1, 1937. 
APPOINTMENTS AND PROMOTIONS IN THE NAVY 

The following-named commanders to be captains in the 
NavY, to rank from the date stated opposite their names: 

Monroe Kelly, June 30, 1937. 
Freeland A. Daubin, June 30, 1937. 
Charles H. Morrison, July 1, 1937. 
Holbrook Gibson, August 1, 1937. 
The following-named lieutenant commanders to be com

manders in the NavY, to rank from the date stated oppo
site their names: 

Thomas V. Cooper, June 1, 1937. 
Frank G. Fahrion, June 3, 1937. 
Frank H. Dean, June 3, 1937. 
Lisle F_ Small, June 3, 1937_ 
William P. 0. Clarke, June 3, 193'7. 
Colin DeVere Headlee, June 30, 1937. 
Francis W. Benson, June 30, 1937. 
Carl W. Brewington, June 30, 1937. 
Lawrence B. Richardson, an additional number in grade, 

July 1, 1937. 
The following-named lieutenants to be lieutenant com

manders in the Navy, to rank from the date stated oppo
site their names: 

George C. Crawford, March l, 1937. 
August J. Detzer, Jr., May 15, 1937. 
Harold W. Eaton, June 3, 1937. 
Edwin M. Crouch, June 30, 1937. 
Carlyle L. Helber, an additional number in grade, June 

30, 1937. . 
. Walter E. Zimmerman, June 30, 1937. 

Alden R. Sanborn, an additional number in grade, June 
30, 1937. . 

Kenneth L. Forster, June 30, 1937. 
Henri H. Smith-Button, June 30, 1937. 
The following-named lieutenants (junior grade) to M 

lieutenants in the Navy, to rank from the date stated op
posite their names: 

William R. Caruthers, June 30, 1936. 
John L. Collis, November 1, 1936. 
Philip D. Gallery, June 1, 1937. 
John B. Webster, June 3, 1937. 
Clair LeM. Miller, June 3, 1937. 
Leonard 0. Fox, June 3, 1937. 
Henry B. Twohy, June 3, 1937. 
Guy P. Garland, June 3, 1937. 
Royce P. Davis, June 30, 1937. 
Harry N. Coffin, June 30, 1937. 
Rob R. McGregor, June 30, 1937. 
Nickolas J. F. Frank, Jr., June 30, 1937. 
Adolph J. Miller, June 30, 1937. 
Edwin G. Conley, June 30, 1937. 
Francis J. Johnson, June 30, 1937. 
George A. Sharp, June 30, 1937. 
Claude W. Stewart, June 30, 1937. 
Carl G. Christie, June 30, 1937. 
George B. Chafee, June 30, 1937. 
Alexander S. Heyward, Jr., June 30, 1937. 
Eddie R. Sanders, July 1, 1937. 
The following-named ensigns to be lieutenants (junior 

grade) in the NavY, to rank from the 29th day of May 1937: 
Frederick W. Sheppard 
William E. Seipt 
Stevan Mandarich 
The following-named ensigns to be lieutenants (junior 

grade) in the Navy, to rank from the 31st day of May 
1937: 

John Harllee George E. Artz 
Ernest V. Bruchez Heliodore A. Marcoux 
John T. Lowe, Jr. Robert E. Bourke 
Charles F. Fischer Robert C. Bengston 
George A. Hill, Jr. Charles B. Farwell 
James D. Babb Gorman C. Merrick 
The following-named passed assistant surgeons to be sur

geons in the Navy, with the rank of lieutenant commander, 
to rank from the 30th day of June 1937: 

Charles C. Yanquell 
Lloyd R. Newhouser 
The following-named assistant surgeons to be passed a.s

sistant surgeons in the Navy, with the rank of lieutenant, 
to rank from the date stated opposite their names: 

Otto E. Van Der Aue, June 3, 1937. 
Malcolm W. Arnold, June 3, 1937. 
Andrew Galloway, June 3, 1937. 
Eugene R. Hering, Jr., June 3, 1937. 
Charles R. Moon, June 3, 1937. · 
Thomas W. McDaniel, Jr., June 3, 1937. 
Paul Peterson, June 30, 1937. 
The following-named citizens to be assistant surgeons in 

the Navy, with the rank of lieutenant (junior grade), to 
rank from the 1st day of August 1937. 

Walter R. Miller Russell H. Walker 
Philip J. McNamara Wesley L. Mays 
Edward E. Hogan William S. Francis, Jr. 
Edward W. Wilson Ellwood V. Boger 
Edmund_J. Brogan Shakeeb Ede 
Robert V. ·King Charles F. Gel! 
Merrill H. Goodwin George J. Kohut 
LeRoy J. Barnes Alexander S. Angel 
John W. Koett Samuel J. Wisler 
Landes H. Bell Joseph A. Syslo 
Thomas J. Canty Nicholas E. Dobos 
Clifford P. Phoebus Arthur L. Lawler 
Norbert U. Zielinski Benjamin W. Vitou 
Richard w. Garrity 
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The following-named passed assistant dental surgeons to 
be dental surgeons in the Navy, with the rank of lieutenant 
commander, to rank from the 30th day of June 1937: 

Waldsworth C. C. Troja- Sidney P. Vail 
kow~ki Theodore DeW. Allan 

George H. Rice · 
The following-named assistant dental surgeons to be 

passed assistant dental surgeons in the Navy, with the rank 
of lieutenant, to rank from the date stated opposite their 
names: 

George N. Crosland, June 3, 1937. 
Victor A. LeClair, June 3, 1937. 
Robert W. Wheelock, June 3, 1937. 
James H. Connelly, June 3, 1937. 
Merritt J. Crawford, June 30, 1937. 
Adolph W. Borsum, June 30, 1937. 
William D. Bryan, June 30, 1937. 
Paul M. Carbiener, June 30, 1937. 
Claude E. Adkins, June 30, 1937. 
Richard H. Barrett, Jr., June 30, 1937. 
The following-named acting chaplains to be chaplains 1n 

the Navy, with the rank of lieutenant, to rank from the 
date stated opposite their names: 

Thomas J. Knox, June 3, 1937. 
Paul G. Linaweaver, June 30, 1937. 
Roy R. Marken, June 30, 1937. 
Frederick W. ~..reehling, June 30, 1937. 
Naval Constructor William G. DuBose to be a naval con

~tructor in the Navy, with the rank of rear admiral, to rank 
from the 1st day of August 1937. 

Lt. Isaac S. K. Reeves, Jr., to be a lieutenant in the Navy, 
to rank from the 24th day of March 1936, to correct the 
date of rank as previously nominated and confirmed. 

MARINE CORPS 
Francis F. Griffiths, a citizen of the State of New York, to 

be a second lieutenant in the Marine Corps, revocable for 2 
years, from the 1st day of July 1937. 

CONFIRMATIONS 
Executive nominations confirmed by the Senate August 5 

<legislative day of July 22), 1937 
ENVOYS EXTRAORDINARY AND MINISTERS PLENIPOTENTIARY 
Robert Frazer to be Envoy Extraordinary and Minister 

Plenipotentiary of the United States of America to El Sal
vador. 

Frederick A. Sterling to be Envoy Extraordinary and Min
ister Plenipotentiary of the United States of America to 
Estonia and Latvia. 

Frank P. Corrigan to be Envoy Extraordinary and Minister 
Plenipotentiary of the United States of America to Panama. 

Arthur Bliss Lane to be Envoy Extraordinary and Minister 
Plenipotentiary of the United States of America to Yugo
slavia. 

DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE 
George D. Hopper to be a consul general of the United 

States of America. 

BOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
THURSDAY, AUGUST 5, 1937 

The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., 

offered the following prayer: 

Bow down Thine ear and hear us, 0 Lord. Thou art good 
and ready to forgive and plenteous in mercy unto all them 
that call upon Thee. Turn unto us and impart Thy wis
dom unto Thy servants; pardon our sins and give grace 
and tranqUillity born of trust. Heavenly Father, life is so 
real and so full of purpose that we pray Thee to root and 
ground us in the precious realities of faith and character. 

Let us be reminded of the divine sovereignty and not forget 
that eternity has been set in our hearts. 0 come, Almighty 
God, speak peace to the nations and dominate the stormy 
waters· 0 sit on the water :floods and overrule them, we pray 
Thee. ' Preserve the health and strength of our President, 
our Speaker, the Members, and all others associated with 
this historic Chamber. Through Christ, our Sa vi or. Amen. 

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read 
and approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate, by Mr. Frazier, its legislative 

clerk, announced that the Senate disagrees to the amend
ments of the House to the bill <S. 1640) entitled "An act for 
the relief of Harry Bryan and Aida Duffield Mullins, and 
others" requests a conference with the House on the dis
agreein~ votes of the two Houses thereon, and appoints Mr. 
SCHWELLENBACH, Mr. LoGAN, and Mr. CAPPER to be the COn
ferees on the part of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the Senate agrees to 
the amendments of the House to bills and a joint resolution 
of the Senate of the following titles: 

s. 191.. An act for the relief of Orson Thomas; 
S. 449. An act for the relief of the estate of Charles Pratt; 
s. 792. An. act for the relief of Margaret Larson, a minor; 
s. 893. An act conferring jurisdiction upon the Court of 

Claims of the United States to hear, determine, and render 
judgment upon the claims of Jack Wade, Perry Shilton, 
Louie Hess, Owen Busch, and William W. McGregor; 

s. 972. An act for the relief of Ethel Smith McDaniel; 
S.1401. An act for the relief of Willard Collins; 
S.1453. An act for the relief of Maude P. Gresham and 

Agnes M. Driscoll; and 
s. J. Res. 171. Joint resolution relating to the employment 

of personnel and expenditures made by the Charles Carroll 
of Carrollton Bicentenary Commission. 

The message also announced that the Senate disagrees to 
the amendment of the House to the bill (S. 1637) entitled 
"An act for the relief of Mrs. Charles T. Warner", requests 
a conference with the House on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses thereon, and appoints Mr. LoGAN, Mr. BLACK, and 
Mr. CAPPER to be the conferees on the part of the Senate. 

CONSERVATOR IN BANKRUPTCY 
Mr. SABATH, from the Committee on Rules, submitted 

the following report (Rept. No. 1442) to accompany House 
Resolution 300, which was referred to the House Calendar 
and ordered printed. 

House Resolution 300 
Resolved That upon the adoption of this resolution 1t shall be 

1n order td move that the House resolve itself into the Committee 
of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the considera
tion of H. R. 6963, a bill to amend an act entitled "An act to 
establish a uniform system of bankruptcy throughout the United 
States", approved July 1, 1898, and acts amendatory thereof and 
supplementary thereto. That after general debate, which shall 
be confined to the bill and continue not to exceed 2 hours, to 
be equally divided and controlled by the chairman and ranking 
minority member of the Committee on the Judiciary, the bill 
shall be read for amendment under the 5-minute rule. At the 
conclusion of the reading of the bill for amendment, the com
mittee shall rise and report the same to the House with such 
amendments as may have been adopted, and the previous question 
shall bJ considered as ordered on the bill and amendments there .. 
to to final passage without Intervening motion except one mo• 
tion to recommit, with or without tnstructions. 

REVISION OF NATIONAL BANKRUPTCY ACT 
Mr. GREENWOOD, from the Committee on Rules, sub

mitted the following report <No. 1444) to accompany House 
Resolution 301, which was referred to the House Calendar 
and ordered printed: 

House Resolution 301 
Resolved, That upon the adoption of this resolution it shall be 

1n order to move that the House resolve itself into the Committee 
of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the considera
tion of H. R. 8046, a bill to amend an act entitled ·~An act to 
establish a uniform system of bankruptcy throughout the United 
States". aooroved Julv 1. 1898. and acts amendatory thereof and 
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supplementary thereto; and to repeal section 76 thereof and all 
acts and parts of acts inconsistent therewith. That after general 
debate, which shall be confined to the bill and continue not to 
exceed 2 hours, to be equally divided and controlled by the chair
man and ranking minority member of the Committee on the 
Judiciary, the bill shall be read for amendment under the 5-minute 
rule. At the conclusion of the reading of the bill for amendment, 
the Committee shall rise and report the same to the House with 
such amendments as may have been adopted, and the previous 
question shall be considered as ordered on the bill and amend
ments thereto to final passage without intervening motion, ex
cept one mot ion to recommit, with or without instructions. 
INVESTIGATION OF VARIOUS PRACTICES IN THE INFERIOR COURTS 

Mr. DRIVER, by direction of the Committee on Ruies, 
presented the following report <No. 1443) to accompany 
House Resolution 287, which was referred to the House 
Calendar and ordered printed: 

House Resolution 287 
Resolved, That the Committee on the Judiciary, as a whole or 

by subcommittee, is authorized and directed to investigate the 
organization and operation of, and the administration of justice 
in, the courts of the United States inferior to the Supreme Court; 
the jurtsdiction, both as to territory and subject matter; the 
procedure; rules of practice; and costs. 

The committee shall report to the House during the present 
Congress the results of its investigation, together with such recom
mendations for legislation as it may deem advisable. 

For the purposes of this resolution, the committee or any sub
committee thereof is authorized ( 1) to sit and act during the 
present Congress, at such times and places within the United 
States as it may deem necessary, whether or not the House is 
sitting, has recessed, or has adjourned; (2) to hold such hearings, 
to require the attendance of such witnesses, and the production 
of such books, papers, and documents, and to take such testi
mony as it may deem necessary; (3) to issue subpenas under the 
signature of the chairman of the committee, or any member desig
nated by him which shall be served by any person designated 
by such chairman or member; and (4) to administer oaths to the 
witnesses, respectively, by the chairman or any member of any 
committee acting hereunder. 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA-DIPLOMATIC PROPERTY 
Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to file a 

minority report from the Committee on Foreign Affairs on 
House Joint Resolution 473, to regulate the use of public 
streets and sidewalks within the District of Columbia adja
cent to property owned or occupied by foreign governments 
for diplomatic purposes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 
EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. LARRABEE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to extend my own remarks in the RECORD and to include 
therein a statement from Mr. Patterson, of Baltimore, Md., 
on the status of correctional education in the United States. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Indiana? 

There was no objection. 
SUGAR BILL OF 1937 

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I call up House Resolu
tion 297. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
House Resolution 297 

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this resolution it shall be 
tn order to move that the House resolve itself into the Committee 
of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the considera
tion of H. R. 7667, a bill to regulate commerce among the several 
States, with the Territories and possessions of the United States, 
and with foreign countries; to protect the welfare of consumers of 
sugars and of those engaged in the domestic sugar-producing indus
try; to promote the export trade of the United States; to raise 
revenue; and for other purposes. That after general debate, which 
shall be confined to the bill and continue not to exceed 4 hours, to 
be equally divided and controlled by the chairman and ranking 
minority member of the Committee on Agriculture, the bill shall 
be read for amendment under t he 5-minute rule. At the conclu
sion of the reading of the bill for amendment, the Committee shall 
rise and report the same to the House With such amendments as 
may have been adopted, and the previous question shall be con
sidered as ordered on the bill and am.endments thereto to final pas
sage without intervening motion except one motion to recommit, 
With or without instructions. 

COMMil.'TEE ON WAYS AND MEANS 

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield to 
permit me to submit a unanimous-consent request? 

Mr. GREENWOOD. I yield. 
Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 

that the Committee on Ways and Means may be permitted to 
sit during the sessions of the House for the remainder of this 
session. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from North Carolina asks 
unanimous consent that the Committee on Ways and Means 
may be permitted to sit during the sessions of the House 
during the remainder of the session. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry. 
The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman from Indiana yield to 

permit the gentleman from New York to submit a parlia .. 
mentary inquiry? 

Mr. GREENWOOD. I yield. 
Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, when permission is given to a 

committee to sit during the sessions of the House, does that 
give any rights to any of the members of that committee 
on roll calls? 

The SPEAKER. Absolutely none. 
Mr. FISH. Not even on quorum roll calls? 
The SPEAKER. It does not. On all quorum roll calls 

all Members who desire to be recorded must appear and 
vote on the roll call. 

SUGAR BILL OF 1937 

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 minutes to 
the gentleman from· Michigan [Mr. MAPES]. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Indiana is recog
nized for 30 minutes and the gentleman from Michigan is 
recognized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Speaker, this resolution, No. 297, 
from the Committee on Ruies, will make in order the con
sideration of the so-ealled sugar bill. It is an open rule 
providing for 4 hours of general debate, for amendment and 
discussion under the 5-minute ruie. I am presenting this 
ruie this morning, Mr. Speaker, because of the illness of 
my colleague, the chairman of the committee, the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. O'CoNNoR], whose throat is seriously 
affected. 

Mr. Speaker, I shall not attempt to discuss the legislation 
which has been so ably considered by the Committee on 
Agriculture. Those who desire information about the bill 
should direct their questions to the chairman of that com .. 
mittee, the gentleman from Texas [Mr. JoNES]. I think 
this is important legislation and is necessary, because the 
legislation dealing with sugar production and refining expires 
this year. In order to reach an adjustment between the 
various. interests in this field, continelltal and insular inter
ests, the committee has worked diligently. I feel sure that 
the rule will be adopted. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. MAPES. Mr. Speaker, I shall take just enough of the 

time assigned to this side to say that I am in favor of this 
rule and of the legislation which it makes in order. The 
sugar-beet industry of Michigan "is supporting this legisla
tion. There is one sugar-beet factory in the district which 
I represent, and a considerable number of farmers in the 
district raise sugar beets. I believe this legislation is iii 
their interest as well as in the interest of the public genera!ly 
and I am, therefore, glad to support it. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. TREADWAY]. 

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Speaker, I am very glad to sup
port both the ruie and the bill which the ruie makes in 
order. I am particularly pleased to find that finally we 
have reached the stage where we seem to be doing what we 
can on behalf of an industry in our own country. 

I have objected in times past to quotas being allotted to 
various countries for sundry kinds of property or goods com
ing into this country, and I believe I have spoken previously 
in regard to the treatment of the sugar industry in the 
United States and the manner in which it bas been op
pressed to a very large extent by the administration in favor 
of Cuba. As I understand the measure before us today, 
and I have not studied it in detail, it will permit a better 
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chance for the sugar refineries being able tQ take the raw 
sugar and refining it here. 

The gentleman from Michigan [Mr. MAPES] has referred 
to the growing of sugar beets in his State. We in Massachu
setts and New England, of course, do not raise either the 
cane or the sugar beet, but we have a refinery in the Com
monwealth of Massachusetts, not in. my district, which em
ploys several hundred hands. I have never understood why 
other countries should be favored by a quota that would 
prevent the refining of that sugar in our home section; 
therefore I want to congratulate the Committee on Agricul
ture for what they have endeavored to do on behalf of an 
industry within our own boundaries. 

There are a number of refineries scattered throughout the 
country and I am sure I am voicing the sentiment of the 
employees of those factories when I say we are heartily in 
favor · of the opportunity this bill will give to show some 
slight favor for the sugar-refining industry of the United 
States. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the remainder of my time. 
Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to 

the gentleman from New York [Mr. LANZETTA]. 

Mr. LANZETTA. Mr. Speaker, I am opposed to bill H. R. 
7667 because it discriminates against American citizens who 
reside in Puerto Rico. This bill, which is agricultural in 
scope, tends to legislate on a purely industrial problem, and 
in doing so sets up trade barriers against the American 
Territory of Puerto Rico. 

During the second session of the Seventy-third Congress 
chaos reigned in the sugar-producing industry. Because 
of this condition which was bringing wreck and ruin to 
many American producers, emergency legislation was pro
posed which would control production and thus stabilize 
the industry. When this legislation was first considered, it 
was the intention of its sponsors to apply it exclusively to 
the production of sugar beets and sugarcane, and in no 
way to include the manufacturing phase of the industry. 
However, when the bill was finally reported by the Com
mittee on Agriculture it not only discriminated against 
Puerto Rico and Hawaii insofar as raw cane sugar was con
cerned but it also set a limitation on the amount of refined 
sugar which these areas could manufacture. 

Mr. Speaker, I opposed that bill for the same rea&Jn that 
I am now opposing bill H. R. 7667. I contended at that 
time, as I do now, that no legislation should be passed by 
Congress which discriminates against any American citi
zen. While my opposition to that bill was unrelenting, I 
received in defeat some degree of satisfaction by the assur
rance that that bill (Jones-Costigan Act) was only a tem
porary measure and that upon the enactment of permanent 
legislation the discriminations which I complained of would 
be removed. 

We are now considering permanent sugar legislation, 
and I find that it still has some of the objectionable fea
tures which I complained of in the Jones-Costigan measure. 
I shall oppose this legislation just as strenuously l:>ecause 
I cannot and will not sit idly by and see American citizens 
who reside in Puerto Rico discriminated against as they are 
in this bill. 

Mr. Speaker, on March 2, 1917, the Congress of the United 
States gave to the people of Puerto Rico American citizen
ship without any qualification or restriction whatsoever. 
They were told at that time that they were 100-percent 
American citizens as long as they upheld the Constitution 
of the United States, obeyed the laws of our land, and dis
charged all the duties of American citizenship. Notwith
standing the fact that they have lived up to all the re
quirements of citizenship, Congress is being asked today, 20 
years later, to enact into law a bill which debases the very 
American citizenship which was given to them so cheerfully 
and ungrudgingly. 

There are two phases to this bill--one agricultural, wherein 
raw sugar quotas are allotted to the various producing areas 
in the United States and some foreign countries, and the 
ether industrial, wherein limitations are put upon Hawaii, 

Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Isls.nds as to the amount of 
direct consumption or refined sugar which they can produce. 

Puerto Rico has no quarrel whatsoever with the quota 
which it is given under this bill insofar as raw cane sugar is 
concerned. As American citizens they are more than willing 
to assume the same burdens which are being imposed on every 
other American citlzen. It is with respect to 'direct con
sumption or refined sugar that the American citizens of 
Puerto Rico complain. They feel, and justly so, that in 
being limited as to the amount of direct consumption or 
refined sugar which they can produce that they are being 
discriminated against inasmuch as no such restriction is 
placed upon the American citizens who reside in continental 
United States. They contend that if no limitation is placed 
in this bill on the direct consumption or refined sugar manu
factured in continental United States, that there should be 
no restriction placed on the manufacture of direct con
sumption or refined sugar in Puerto Rico. There can be 
no doubt but what this unwarranted limitation on the 
American citizens of Puerto Rico is purely and simply a 
discrimination against American citizens who reside in that 
island. 

While on this point I wish to quote from a letter sent 
by the Honorable James Roosevelt to the leaders of the 
House of Representatives on July 10, 1937, wherein he stated: 

None of the most nationalistic Republican administrations ever 
acceded to the demands of any group for the erection of trade 
barriers against the Territories of the United States. It is also im
portant to note that the demand of the cane refiners for a trade 
barrier against refining operations 1n the domeStic insular areas 
might prove to be the entering wedge for other groups to seek 
similar trade barriers against Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin 
Islands. 

[Here the gavel f ell.J 
Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I yield the gentleman 

3 additional minutes. 
Mr. LANZET'I'A. Mr. Speaker, the discriminations in this 

bill against the American citizens who reside in Puerto Rico 
are only the beginning of what may follow. There have 
been strong rumors on Capitol Hill that at the beginning 
of the next session of Congress the distillers of continental 
United States will come here to ask for legislation restrict
ing the production of rum, not only in Puerto Rico, but also 
in Hawaii and the Virgin Islands. Rum, as we all know, is a 
by-product of raw sugar. If we now restrict the manufacture 
of direct consumption or refined sugar, the distillers may well 
feel that they too are entitled to a restriction upon the man
ufacture of rum. Again, if we set this dangerous precedent, . 
is it not possible that tomorrow a bill controlling the produc
tion of tobacco might contain a similar provision restricting 
Puerto Rico as to the amount of cigars, cigarettes, and smok
ing tobacco it may manufacture and send to the United 
States? What if a cattle-control bill were to be introduced 
in Congress? Would it not be possible, in the face of this 
dangerous precedent, to again restrict Puerto Rico as to the 
amotmt of cheese and other dairy products it may manu
facture and ship to the United States? 

Mr. Speaker, there can be no question but what this sort 
of discrimination against American citizens in offshore areas 
may go on ad infinitum. It is for these reasons that this 
bill should not pass unless the limitations as to the amount 
of direct consumption or refined sugar which Puerto Rico 
may ship into the United Stat.es are removed. There is no 
question about the American citizens of Puerto Rico having 
discharged all of the duties of citizenship. That being so, 
why should they be discriminated against? 

As far as I know, there is nothing· in the Constitution of 
the United States which says that there are two kinds of 
citizenship--one for continental United States and one for 
those who reside in the offshore areas. Since there is no 
distinction in American citizenship, why should the citizens 
who reside in Puerto Rico be asked to bear greater burdens 
than the citizens who reside in continental United States? 

There can be but one standard of citizenship in this 
great democracy of ours. If today you debase the American 
citizenship of those citizens who . reside in Puerto Rico you 

I 
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will be setting up a double standard of citizenship, which in 
the future may again be invoked not only against the Ameri
can citizens who reside in the island, but also against the 
American citizens of Puerto Rican extraction who reside in 
the United States. 

Mr. Speaker, there can be no reason whatsoever either 
economically, politically, or otherwise for discriminating 
against American citizens who reside in Puerto Rico, and 
unless I am given assurances that the discriminations which 
I am complaining of will be removed from the bill I shall 
oppose not only the bill but also the rule. [Applause.] 

. [Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the 

gentleman from Texas [Mr. KLEBERGl. 
Mr. KLEBERG. Mr. Speaker, I have asked for this short 

time in order to call your attention to what I conceive to be 
a complete misconception in the mind of the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. LANZETTA] who has just preceded me in 
regard to the actual facts and actual results of this piece of 
legislation. 

First of all, the gentleman attempts, due to his conception 
of this bill, to consider the bill not as an agricultural bill 
alone, but as having a second part to it, separate from the 
agricultural phase, to which he referred as the industrial 
part. May I call attention to the fact that instead of there 
being discrimination in this bill, the Members of the House, 
if they will read the objectives and purposes set out at the 
beginning of the bill, will find that it proposes to promote the 
welfare of the domestic sugar industry. The producers in 
Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and the other States in the Union in
habited by American citizens are all classed as American 
producers. The American market for sugar is not to be 
found here in continental United · States alone, but is to be 
found in the refining areas in Hawaii and Puerto Rico. 

If we are to effect anything in promotion of the general 
welfare of this great industry vital to our Nation, we must 
first of all recognize that the market for the sugar producer 
is the sugar refiner. Do not forget this, because we humans 
do not consume raw sugar, we consume sugar after it is 
processed and refined. For my part, Mr. Speaker, I have 
no sugar producers in my district and I have no refiners in 
my district, but I Yield to no man in my determination not 
to depart from the fundamental principles which rise in the 
first instance from the first law of nature-self-preservation. 

Mr. LANZETI'A. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. KLEBERG. I cannot yield, my time is too short. 
The situation which presents itself to this House is one 

which involves the adoption of a ruie that has for its pur
pose the protection of a great market to which the producers 
of raw sugar in the various States and the insuiar posses
sions send their products. Under the terms of this bill, 
which has received most deliberate consideration by a legis
lative committee of the House, all of the States and insular 
possessions come in for certain concessions having to do with 
reductions in their raw-sugar production. We then come 
to the phase which the gentleman seeks to describe as not 
being in the interest of the agricultural producer. The 
gentleman states that we are discriminating a_gainst Hawaii 
because we are merely putting back into the bill the original 
principle subscribed to by this administration and the legis
lative branch of the Government in the Jones-Costigan Act, 
the purpose being not only to provide a continuing good 
market for the producers but to provide a fair market to 
which American consumers may go to obtain their supplies. 
I think that without question under the operation of the 
Jones-Costigan Act and under this bill American consumers 
will continue to have a fair market and a low price for that 
inestimably important household and food commodity known 
as sugar. 

The attempt to bring sectionalism into this bill and the 
suggestions made by my distinguished friend, the gentleman 
from New York, smack more strongly of discrimination. I 
grant that our approach to this question is one which is 
based upon a desperate effort following the great depres
sion to keep the American sugar industry intact in its in
severable present status. To permit other than that would 

require going back into past conditions. which brought the 
continental American refiners down to below 65 percent of 
their petential capacity to melt and refine sugar which they 
now enjoy. 
· [Here the gavel fell.J 
Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order 

a quorum is not present. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. FuLLER). The Chair 

will count. [Mter counting.] One hundred and seventy 
Members are present, not a quorum. 

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I move a call of the 
House . 

A call of the House was ordered. 
The Clerk called the roll, and the following Members 

failed to answer to their names: 
[Roll No. 135} 

Binderup Drewry, Va. Kloeb 
Boyer Eaton Lambeth 
Buckley, N.Y. Ellenbogen Lamneck 
Bulwinkle Farley LeWis, Md. 
cannon, Wis. Fernandez Luckey, Nebr. 
Celler Flannagan McClellan 
Chapman Ford, C8.ll!. McFarlane 
Citron Fries, ill. McGranery 
COle, N.Y. Fulmer McGroarty 
Cooper Gasque McLean 
Creal Gavagan Maas 
Crosby Gilchrist Magnuson 
Crowe Gray, Ind. Mitchell, m. 
Crowther Gregory Mott 
CUrley Hancock, N.C. Murdock, Ariz. 
Dempsey Harter O'COnnor, Mont. 
Dingell . Hill, Ala. Peyser 
Ditter Jenks, N.H. Pfeifer 
Douglas Johnson, Okla. Plumley 
Doxey Kennedy, Md. Quinn 

Rabaut 
Schneider, Wis. 
Scrugha.m 
Simpson 
Sirovich 
Smith, Maine 
Smith, Va. 
Smith, W.Va. 
Snell 
Starnes 
Stefan 
Sullivan 
SUtphin 
Taylor, Colo. 
Taylor, Tenn. 
Treadway 
Vincent, B. M. 
Weaver 

The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. FuLLER). Three hun .. 
dred and fifty-four Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum. 

On motion of Mr. GREENWOOD, further proceedings under 
the call were dispensed with. 

Mr. MAPES. Mr. Speaker, I yield 10 minutes to the 
Delegate from Hawaii [Mr. KmaJ. 

Mr. KING. Mr. Speaker, this resolution brings before the 
House the long-awaited sugar legislation, which has been 
under consideration by the Committee on Agricuiture in one 
form or another since March 15 of this year. 

I am sorry that the controversy over different features of 
the proposed legislation has engendered so much heat as to 
lead several proponents of the special interests involved to 
attack Hawaii on matters not germane to the legislation 
itself, and even on occasion to attack me personally. I 
have not attacked any other interest or community, nor do I 
propose to do so, but I shall later reply to the unjust attacks 
on Hawaii. 

I am sure the Members of the House realize that I have 
the same responsibility to the district I represent here in 
Congress and the people living in that district that they 
themselves have to their respective districts. There wouid 
be no justification for my being here unless I were prepared 
to fight for the rights of my people. Perhaps every Mem
ber owes a primary obligation to the Nation as a whole and 
a secondary one to his own district; or some may feel it is 
vice versa. But certainly the Members understand that as a 
Delegate from a Territory, a voteless voice in this great 
body, I am primarily the spokesman for Hawaii and its 
people; and I am dependent upon the sense of national 
obligation of the membership of this House to secure justice 
for Hawaii. 

I have consistently fought for the principle of equal treat
ment for Hawaii, as an integral and inseparable part of the 
United States. No other issue is involved. This bill does 
not provide for that equality of treatment in one of its pro
visions, that places upon Hawaii a special restriction as to 
refined sugar, which is not put upon the sugar-producing 
areas of the mainland. I understand the chairman of the 
Committee on Agriculture will propose an amendment that 
will remove this feature of the bill, and I hope this amend
ment will be accepted by the House. 

The issue transcends the pending legislation. If a con .. 
stituent part of the United States, over which the American 
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flag flies, in which American industry has its bcing and 
American citizens live and earn their livelihood, can be 
legislated against in favor of another section, simply because 
it happens to be a Territory and geographically separated 
from the North American Continent, then indeed are the 
guaranties of the Constitution denied, the promises of Amer
ican democracy repudiated, the monopoly of industrial proc
esses maintained, and a policy of colonial exploitation sub
stituted for that of equal justice under law that has been 
America's proud boast. 

No such legislation was proposed to prevent the South from 
manufacturing its own cotton, nor to restrict the refining of 
oil in Texas in favor of other long-established oil refineries; 
nor would this Congress tolerate the proposed legislation if 
Hawaii were carved out of the mainland instead of being 
some 2,000 miles offshore. Every American should be thank
ful that Hawaii does stand in the Pacific, the western out
post of this great Nation, and find in that insularity an occa
sion for gratitude that Hawaii is under the American flag, 
and not an excuse to consider its people as something less 
than Americans, to be treated differently from those who, by 
choice or accident, live on the mainland. . 

I have addressed the House before on the historical back
ground of the annexation of Hawaii to the United States; 
how the people of Hawaii, after a hundred years as an inde
pendent nation, gave themselves and their country, a free 
and a priceless gift, to this Nation; of the implications of the 
negotiations leading up to annexation; and of the language 
of the joint resolution which consummated annexation. 
These implications were in part carried out by the incor
poration of Hawaii as a Territory at a time when there were 
several other Territories on the mainland. 

Mr. COLDEN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. KING. Yes. 
Mr. COLDEN. I would like to have some infonnation on a 

point about which there has been considerable cmitroversy. 
What is the scale of wages paid in the sugar refineries of 
Hawaii as compared with similar plants in the United States 
proper? 

Mr. KING. May I say to the gentleman from California 
that the details of that subject I expect to take up in the 
discussion of the bill itself. I am addressing myself in this 
limited time to the general principles of my stand with re
spect to Hawaii as a part of the United States. 

Mr. HEALEY. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield for 
a brief question? 

Mr. KING. For a question; yes. 
Mr. HEALEY. The provisions of the wage and hour bill 

do not apply to Hawaii? 
Mr. KING. They do apply to Hawaii, I beg to correct the 

gentleman. I saw to that; and when the original bill was 
introduced, leaving out Hawaii, I wrote to the chairman of 
the committee and had Hawaii included, and the new draft 
of the bill includes Hawaii in all its provisions. I may also 
say to the gentleman that the National Labor Relations Act 
also applies to Hawaii. We have had recently an investiga
tion of a stevedore strike made by an agent of theN. L. R. B. 

I will now continue with the general argument I am 
trying to make. 

Since annexation we have shared in all the burdens and 
responsibilities of American institutions, accepted the obli
gations of our proud estate as a part of the United States, 
and enjoyed the benefits that this great country confers upon 
its people. We have lived up to the letter and the spirit of 
our contract of annexation. We pay all the taxes and tariffs 
that Congress levies. The immigration laws, the labor laws, 
and the coastwise-navigatio:q. laws apply with equal effect in 
Hawaii as on the mainland. We have in the past and 
continue in the present to take not our part but a dispro
portionate part in the military service of the United States. 
In other words, we are a loyal and a patriotic community 
under the flag. 

We have prospered as a part of the United States. We 
have sold our commodities in the American market as right
fully as dp the citizens of Colorado or of Louisiana. We buy 
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in the American market to the same extent as our fellow 
citizens of all the States. From the profits of our industry 
we maintain our local governments virtually without subsidy 
from the Federal Government, and pay into the Federal 
Treasury sums greatly in excess of those paid by .many 
States. All this I have said before, and only repeat these 
pertinent facts so the matter may be fresh in the minds 
of the Members when the amendment that will grant us the 
right, to which we are entitled, to be treated exactly as any 
other part of the United states is treated comes up for their 
action. 

We are as a territory governed by Congress to a greater 
degree than a state. If there be anything in local conditions 
that do not meet with the approval of Congress, then this 
body has both the responsibility and the authority to correct 
such conditions. First-hand testimony of authoritative char
acter from both executive and legislative sources exists that 
refutes the propaganda of selfish interests and the vague 
statements and untrue charges of persons who have never 
been to Hawaii that there are such conditions. But whatever 
change may be considered to be required cannot serve as a 
justification for adopting toward Hawaii and its citizens a 
different, a special law for the control of its economic 
development. 

Existing sugar legislation is an extension of an emergency 
measure. Its provisions should not be used as a precedent for 
permanent long-range legislation. Yet it is so used; and in 
the effort to rationalize a discrimination against Hawaii great 
stress is laid on the fact that such discrimination does in fact 
now exist. How much greater is there the need for me to pro .. 
test, as my predecessor protested the present law, the estab
lishment of another pr~edent, to be again used to the detri
ment of Hawaii at so.ne later date, and perhaps against 
another of our industries. 

I ask this body to remember the fundamentals of our 
democracy, to think back to the time when this very type of 
colonial exploitation was practiced against America by Great 
Britain, and to accord Hawaii and the American citizens of 
that Territory, in equity and fairness, the right that should 
be open to every American to pursue their economic develop
ment within the allotted quota without a restriction that 
legalizes an existing industrial monopoly. [Applause.] 

Mr. GRE~OOD. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. SHANNoNJ. 

Mr. SHANNON. Mr. Speaker, my purpose in addressing 
the House at this time is to make a few observations on two 
speeches delivered here Tuesday. 

One was by the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. CoLLINS] 
in support of a bill providing for the establishment of five 
subsidiary national libraries and the other was by the gentle .. 
man from New York [Mr. FrsHJ with reference to the main
tenance of American armed forces in China. 

The gentleman from Mississippi made a splendid speech, 
in the course of which he referred to the destruction of great 
libraries in the past by hostile invasion, civil war, and other 
causes. He mentioned specifically the damage suffered by 
the Library of Congress during the War of 1812. But he 
failed to say anything about who was responsible for that 
act of vandalism. 

Lest we forget, George m sat on the throne of England 
during the War of 1812. English supremacy over the waters 
of the world was the issue then. And England, a mere do~ 
on the earth's surface, controls the seas today. George I was 
the ruler of England from 1714 to 1727; George IT from 1727 
to 1760; George m from 1760 to 1820, covering the periods 
of both the American Revolution and the War of 1812; 
George IV from 1820 to 1830; George V from 1910 to 1936; 
and now there is sitting on the En.glish throne another 
George, the Sixth. 

The gentleman from New York urged the withdrawal of 
our armed forces in China, lest it lead us into war. Why 
restrict ourselves to China? I say we should also withdraw 
from other countries. Many of our ancestors came to Amer
ica to get away from warfare, turmoil, and bloodshed. Their 
descendants should not be catapulted into the very mael
strom of hell they abandoned. 
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It is reported in the press that Mr. Bernard Baruch is un

officially representing the United States in negotiations for 
the settlement of the British World War debt, and we are 
informed that already Lord "Kiljoy" and many others of the 
titled gentry have dined and wined Mr. Baruch. That is an 
ancient practice of old Albion, namely, to fill the belly and 
dull the head, and it is used on all softy representatives of 
visiting nations, ranging from Ambassadors Extraordinary 
and Ministers Plenipotentiary clear down to unofficial rep
resentatives such as was Col. E. M. House. 

Mr. Baruch should realize that this country does not want 
her pound of flesh. England and other countries got theirs 
from the nations defeated in the World War. America got 
nothing, unless it was the honor of trying to "make the world 
safe for democracy." 

What America wants is the return of the billions of gold 
dollars, belonging to her citizens, that she let England have to 
put her on her feet when she was in dire distress. America 
needs the money. America should have the money. And 
'by all the rules of decency, the entire debt should be paid. 

The merest novice in American political history knows 
that President Wilson made a disastrous mistake when he 
went to Europe in the winter and spring of 1918-19 and 
fell into the hands of European diplomats. He would have 
been far more powerful had he negotiated from Washing
ton instead of from Versailles. No special representative 
of this country, official or unofficial, should be sent abroad 
to deal with defaulting foreign nations. All dealings should 
·be had from here, and every American citizen should know 
in advance exactly what is going on. 

Now, as an old-time bill collector, I believe I am qualified 
to make a few suggestions that might be of service to our 
friend Barney. In the first place, I see no great need for 
so much politeness and diplomacy in trying to collect a bad 
debt. When. it comes to the art of diplomacy, England pro
duces diplomats par excellence. 

If England had engaged in a game of African golf and 
had thrown a snake eye or a boxcar and then refused to 
settle up, she would have been forever barred from all other 
respectable crap games. Or, even in the great American 
game of poker, if England had welshed, she would not have 
been admitted to future games. 

Just a few days ago a member of the New York Stock 
Exchange was expelled, charged with stock manipulation. 
Yet England, who has been manipulating and conniving all 
these years to defraud America of a just debt, is still accepted 
in polite governmental society. 

I say that Barney should have taken along with him 
as an aide a hard-boiled constable, to seize any loose 
property in England, such as the royal jewels. Or, better 
yet, let him call upon Sheriff Peter McGuinness, of Kings 
County, N.Y., and have him summon a posse comitatus to 
seize the Queen Mary the next time she docks at Brooklyn. 
That ship was built with money rightfully belonging to the 
American people, and although she is now being used as a 
public carrier, she is designed and intended to be used for 
war purposes whenever the exigency arises. And the same 
thing should be done as to the Normandie of France, and 
the ships of all other dead-beat nations who have run out on 
their honor debts to America. 

Let us not be led astray by English cunning. The dole to 
be offered us at this time is merely to quiet America's hos
tility due to England's welshing. America should be paid 
in full; but she should accept no terms that might possibly 
lead to a European alliance of any kind. Even should we 
lose every cent of the money owed us, if by so doing this 
country will be kept out of the conflicts in Europe, it will have 
been a splendid investment. 

America's slogan should be, "Not one American boy for 
foreign war trenches." And this notwithstanding the 
sentiments of the Anglo-aping, knee-breeches, gold-garter, 
and monocle-wearing American jackasses who flit back and 
forth between dear old London and uncultured America. All 

· dealings with foreign nations should be brought out into the 
open. There must be no passing of air between the sheets. 

Let the American people see and hear all that is transpiring 
behind the governmental scenes and, as Thomas Jefferson 
so truly said, "They may safely be trusted to hear everything 
true and false, and to form a correct judgment between 
them.." [Applause.] 

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. HooK]. 

Mr. HOOK. Mr. Speaker, it is rather unfortunate that 
the situation should arise when charges of discrimination are 
made against any Territory or any State. It is my conten
tion, and I believe the contention of those who are inter
ested in this sugar legislation, that there is no discrimination 
against Hawaii or Puerto Rico. If there is any discrimina
tion, it is discrimination against the industry in the United 
States. We produce only about 25 percent of our consump
tion, and the islanders are trading in the American market. 
If Hawaii and Puerto Rico were to sell their sugar on the 
world market, they would receive about $100,000,000 less 
than they get from the American market. Is that discrim
ination? Let me give you an illustration of discrimination 
against American citizens in Hawaii-discrimination on the 
part of Hawaii, if you please, against American citizens. I 
refer, gentlemen, to H. R. 1995, introduced, I believe, by 
the Delegate from Hawaii [Mr. KING] where they want a 
national park in Hawaii. Let me read to you what dis
crimination really is. 

This bill introduced by the Delegate from Hawaii pro
vides in part. as follows: 

Provided further, That occupants of homesites in this national 
park shall reside on the land not less than 6 months in any one 
year: Provided further, That in construction projects with.in th() 
area preference shall be given in employment of labor, first to 
native Hawaiians. ' 

It does not say citizens of the United States but restricts 
it to native Hawaiians. 

Then further: 
Fishing shall be permitted in such area only by native Hawaiian 

residents. . 

Not open to all American citizens but restricts it to native 
Hawaiians. 

And there are other discriminations in that bill. Here 
they introduce a bill right in the Congress of the United ' 
States and they ask for discrimination against American 
citizens, and then they come here and raise the wail of their , 
voice and say they are discriminated against and then say 
that they are American citizens. I recognize that, but I 
do not believe that after all the good things that Uncle 
Sam has done for Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and Cuba that they 
should come in now asking that we discriminate against 
ourselves in favor of the islands. 

I want at this time to pay tribute to the great chairman 
of the Committee on Agriculture, the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. JoNEs]. [Applause.] I want to pay tribute to the 
great chairman of the Subcommittee on Agriculture [Mr. 
CUMMINGS], on which committee I ha·re the honor to sit. 
Those two gentlemen used diplomacy and tact in face of 
one of the fiercest onslaughts on legislation that has been 
made in the history of this Congress. It is about time that 
we legislate and that we do not take the: dictates of the de
partments. I think it is about time the Members of this 
House legislated as they see fit. The thing that happened 
in bringing out this rule is a disgrace to the American Con
gress. Those departments practically said, "You will either 
amend this bill, or you do not get a bill", but, due to the 
courage and fighting spirit of those two gentlemen I just 
mentioned, thank God the Rules Committee saw fit to 
bring this rule to the floor of this House. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman 
. from Michigan [Mr. HooK] has expired 

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I yield the balance of 
my time to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. HARLAN]. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Ohio 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. HARLAN. Mr. Speaker, just to get the RECORD clear, 
in the first place, there are no sugar refineries and prob-
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ably no sugar beets grown in my district. I am here .speak
ing to you -as the representative of Mr. John Q. Public. 
fApplause.l 

I am in favor of this rule because it is a question we have 
to decide. but, as I have stated before this body on different 
occasions, and as I desire to make my policy in this legis
lative body logical, I am here to oppose, when the time 
comes, our treatment of Hawaii. Our entire foreign trade 
policy has been one to promote trade and to encourage in
dustry in the most economical way. In the pending bill we 
have turned around, completely reversed ourselves on our 
foreign-trade policy. We have started to treat Hawaii 
worse than fnreign nations. We have started a new policy 
in government, and that is the policy of industrial quotas, 
something that we .have never attempted in the United 
states. Agricultural quotas, yes, but never before in any 
bill that I have heard of have we attempted industrial 
quotas. 

In my own State of Ohio, for example, the Frigidaire 
Corporation a few -years ago manufactured more electric : 
.refriger.ators than all the rest of them put together. Now, 
suppose we had then established an industrial quota and 
said, '~We are going to freeze the industry here"; it would · 
have almost raised a rebellion in this country. It would 
have been a throttle on the throat of progress. That .is 
what we are doing here. 

They talk about the difference in labor costs in Hawaii 
and in this country. That 'Will be taken up later, 1 under
stand, but if it is true, there is not half the difference be
tween the cost of labor on sugar in the United States and 
Hawaii as there is between the cost of mining coal in my 
State and the State -of Alabama. yet we do not put indus
trial quotas on that business. We ·have not yet, at least. 
Because .of a difference in labor costs, Southern States hava 
taken the textile industry from New England, yet we neve-r 
tried the vicious experiment of industrial quotas. 

Mr. KENNEY. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HARLAN. I cannot. I am sorry. 
There are two manners in which governments have al

ways -operated colonies. One is the Roman system -of 
exploitation, making the colonies serve to the _profit of the 
mother country. The -other is the policy generally adopted 
following our American Revolution, of building up the pros
perity of colonies along with the prosperity of the mother 
country. There was -some justification for England and 
Rome and the other ancient exploiting countries to adopt 
their poliey of exploitation, because they conquered their 
colonies. They were subjected alien enemy races, but in 
this case of Hawaii we have a people over there who volun
tarily came under our flag, just as the people of Ohio came 
and asked for admission into this Union. Now, we, this 
great United States, come and treat them far worse than 
we do the people in any other foreign country except Cuba. 

Mr. KENNEY. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HARLAN. I -am sorry. I cannot. In my -own State 

of Ohio there are some sugar refineries-not in my district. 
In those refineries today they are using Mexican labor. Now, 
any fool knows that that Mexican labor is not coming in 
here from the Mexican border unless there is some -contract. 
They are coming here with an arrangement to work in Ohio, 
take jobs away from our Ohio workers, and we are per-mit
ting the refineries to take bread out of the mouths of our 
fellow citizen in Ohio. Then in their hypocrisy they ap
peal to us to "protect American labor." It is American divi
dends that have hired this lobby. 

The gentleman a moment ago talked about the steps that 
we had taken to protect native Hawaiians in their parks. 
We have done the same thing for the Indians. We have 
done the same thing for the Eskimos. We have done the 
same thing in all similar cases. 

If we adopt this bill we will reverse our entire history of 
colonial policy, our conception of justice from our pre-Revo
lutionary days; we will make our foreign-trade agreement 
policy a mockery; we will give the SUgar Trust uri.e more 

opportunity to exploit our people; and we will repay the 
patriotic support given us by the people of Hawaii with base 
ingratitude. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time -of the gentleman 
from Ohio has expired. 

All time has expired. 
Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous 

question on the adoption of the resolution. 
The _previous questi-on was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is -on the 

.adoption -of the resolution. 
The -question was taken; and on a -division (demanded by 

Mr. LANZETTA) there were-ayes 115 -and noes 9. · 
So the resolution was agreed to. 

EERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 
Mr. GRISWOLD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 

that on Monday next after the disposition of the legislative 
program for the day I may be allo-wed to address the House 
for 30 minutes on the subject of wage and hour legislation. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
request of the gentleman from Indiana? 

There was no objection. 
(Mr. DIRKSEN, Mr. Plm.LIPS, and Mr. MURDOCK Of Arizona 

'Rsked and were given permission to revise and extend their 
own remarks in the REcoRD.) 

SUGAR BILL OF 1937 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House resolve 
itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union for the consideration of the bill <H. R. 7667) 
to regulate commerce among the several States, with the 
Territories and possessions 'Of the United States, and with 
foreign countries; to proteet the welfare of consumers -of 
sugars and of those engaged in the domestic sugar-producing 
industry; to promote the export trade of the United States; 
to raise revenue; and for uther purposes. 

The motion was agreed to. 
.Accor.dingly the House resolved itself into the Commit

tee of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the 
·consideration of the bill H. R. 7667, the sugar bill of 1937, 
with Mr. BLAND in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 

that the first reading of the bill may be dispensed with. 
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 

-gentleman from Texas? 
There was no objection. 
Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, in view of the gr~at interest 

and demand on the part of those who are directly inter
ested in this matter, I shall make but a brief opening state .. 
ment and reserve the balance of my time. · 

Mr. Chairman, when this subject was :first broached to 
me a little more than 2 years ago I was very reluctant to go 
into it. .I have no sugar, either Taw o-r refined, nor the 
product 1rom which it is made, in the distriet I Tepresent, 
nor is there any within .hundreds of miles of my home. 
-There are, however, a great man-y sugar-producing areas 
stretching halfway around the world that feed their product 
·into the American market. Chaotic conditions came at 
times in such a way that there would be a runaway market, 
a glutted market with low prices, to be followed by a short
age and tremendously high prices. At one time in the 
early twenties sugar reached nearly 25 cents a pound retail. 

In fashioning the first bill we undertook to protect the 
consumer. It worked so well that the price of retail sugar 
to the consumer during the 2 ¥.2 or 3 years of its operation 
has been less than during any 4-year period within a score 
of years. We required as conditions to the entrance of 
sugar from the sugar-producing· areas offshore that they 
should maintain a o months' -reserve SlUJp1y. We .required 
other conditions as to contracts between the refiners and 
the growers as to conditions in the areas that have pro
-duced a stabilized market. I do not think any Member has 
beard any .complaint on the part of any of the American 
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people within the last 2112 years over the retail price of 
sugar, because they had had a better deal than during any 
like period within 25 years at least, and I do not believe that 
they ever had comparable prices. At the same time in the 
operation of the law the Secretary has been able to levy 
such conditions that the growers have gotten a better price 
for the beets and cane they produce. 

To try to be umpire in all of these areas whose interests 
conflict and who naturally want all they can get of the mar
ket has been a most difficult task. I have spent a good deal 
of time and some of the other members of my committee 
have spent a good deal more time trying to work out the 
provisions of what they conceived to be a fair measure. 

The bill under consideration establishes practically the 
quotas that were established under the original act with 
somewhat similar provisions refined by the lessons which 
experience always teach us. My primary purpose in helping 
to shape this legislation has been to see that the consumer 
was protected as well as to secure better treatment for the 
producers. I believe the same can be said of the entire 
committee. We have tried to see that the producer received 
treatment that would be in his interest and yet not be 
against the interest of the consumer. 

I believe that with all of the differences of opinion that 
have existed among the various groups as well as to some 
extent in our committee, we worked out a fair bill, one on 
which there was almost unity of opinion, after hearing a 
good deal of evidence, after the subcommittee had done a 
tremendous amount of work, and after the full committee 
had gone thoroughly over it-a bill in which there is prac
tically no division of opinion except on one issue, the details 
of which I hope to discuss at a little later time under the 
5-minute rule; and that is a provision having to do with 
restriction on direct-consumption sugar coming in from 
Hawaii and Puerto Rico within their quota. There is no 
appreciable complaint as to the amount of raw sugar which 
they bring in. Under the terms of the bill we have stipu
lated that there shall be a limit on the amount of refined 
sugar which may be brought in from those islands within 
their quota. That limit has been the highest amount of 
refined sugar which those islands brought in during any one 
year prior to the time of the passage of the original act. On 
this proposition there is much difference of opinion, as you 
all know, but we shall have a full discussion of that. At the 
proper time I shall offer an amendment to strike out para
graphs (a) and (b) of section 207. I believe those who are 
interested in securing actual legislation, if they are wise, will 
adopt the amendment. 

The departments and the administration are very much 
opposed to any limitation, taking the position that there 
should be like treatment among all groups of American citi
zens, and that there should be no discrimination against any 
group of citizens anywhere under the American flag. 

We did make this particular change in the quotas: We in
creased the quota for the cane-sugar areas. I think they 
made out a case and are entitled to an increase, and I think 
the committee has arranged probably a fair basis for that 
provision. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. JONES. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. How do the quotas compare with ex

isting law, the Jones-Costigan Act? 
Mr. JONES. There has been very little change in the 

quotas, except an increased quota for the cane-sugar areas 
and a slight adjustment in area to make provision for it, 
and I think that will be more than cared for by the increased 
consumption; so there is not any appreciable change in 
quotas outside of the one I have mentioned. 

Mr. WILCOX. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. JONES. I yield. 
Mr. WffiCOX. The gentleman has just stated that there 

was an increase in quotas allowed to the cane-producing 
areas of the continental United States. It, of course, ap
plies to the States of Louisiana and Florida. There are not 
separate quotas for each of those States, as I understand it. 

Mr. JONES. That is correct. 
Mr. WILCOX. The two are combined under one quota.. 
Mr. JONES. That is correct. May I say to the gentle-

man we have sugar that comes into this country from the 
Philippines, Hawaii, Guam, the Virgin Islands, Puerto Rico, 
Cuba, and some South American and other countries. The 
eastern and western sugar growers, Florida and Louisiana 
cane growers also produce sugar, and it has been a very 
difficult task to apportion it by regions. It has seemed very 
difficult to go into the question of adjusting this legislation 
as between States, and we did not regard that as prac
ticable. I do state, however, that we made additional pro
vision for the cane areas, because we thought, after going 
over it, that there was reason for this distinction. I may say 
to the gentleman I think his State is entitled to an increase. 

Mr. wncox. I thank the gentleman very much for 
that statement. The bill makes no effort to establish a for
mula by which the cane-area quota may be allocated as 
between the two States? 

Mr. JONES. That is correct. The present law makes no 
effort to do that. It is left to the administrative authorities. 

Mr. WILCOX. Can the gentleman inform the House as 
to what formula will be used in making the allocation? 

Mr. JONES. The formula set out in the bill. They take 
the historic production and consider that in connection 
with the ability to fill their quotas. They take into consid
eration the market facilities and several things, which are 
set out in the bill. All of these we will go into later. 

Mr. WffiCOX. I do not want to consume too much of 
the gentleman's time, but may I call attention to the fact 
that using a historic basis for an allocation would com
pletely prevent the development of an efficient and profit
able industry. 

Mr. JONES. My time is so taken up that I hope the 
gentleman will discuss that in his time. I may say, in my 
judgment, the gentleman's area is entitled to more than 
the historical basis. Florida should have probably a mini
mum of, say, 75,000 tons if that much is needed. That is 
my judgment, but the gentleman will have to convince the 
administrative authorities. You see Louisiana is also to be 
considered, and the Department has the delicate task of 
adjusting all of these matters-a most difficult assignment. 

Mr. WilCOX. I wonder if the gentleman would feel like 
saying at this time he would support Florida in offering an 
amendment which would obtain a minimum of 75,000 tons? 

Mr. JONES. I shall be glad to say as much to the Depart
ment. I do not think those things should be put into the 
bill, though. 

Mr. LANZE'ITA. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. JONES. I yield to the gentleman from New York. 
Mr. LANZETI'A. Is it not a fact that the cane-sugar 

quota from Puerto Rico has been reduced 34,000 tons? 
Mr. JONES. It was not reduced in the quota. It was 

reduced that much below what they actually used. You 
understand the excess consumption gave them more than 
their quota before. There was some slight reduction, how
ever. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. HOPE. Mr. - Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the 

gentleman from Michigan [Mr. CRAWFORD]. 
Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, I shall not try to g() 

into details, so far as this bill is concerned, but will refer to 
some of the more important provisions in it. 

As has been pointed out by the distinguished chairman 
of the Committee on Agriculture, there are many sugar
producing countries in the world; but, as I conceive the 
picture, after 18 years of actual experience in the industry 
agriculturally, and in the financing, building, and operating 
plants, and in marketing sugar, there are three primary 
producing areas in the world, so far as I am concerned. 
One is the sugar-beet area of Europe. Another is the far 
eastern sugarcane area, which covers Formosa, Java, Philip
pine Islands, the Indies along in here [indicating on map], 
and a small amount in Australia. Another producing area is 
Cuba, Puerto Rico, the United States continental beet- ana 
cane-sugar districts, and a small amount in South America. 
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There also enters into the conflict the sugar produced in the 
Philippine Islands, which moves six or seven thousand miles 
in order to reach the Pacific coast. Twenty-two hundred 
miles off the Pacific coast lies Hawaii, an organized Territory, 
as I understand, and subject to statehood. 

This bill provides that there may be imported into this 
country from Cuba in the form of refined sugar to the United 
States, according to page 6 of the committee report, 375,000 
tons of refined sugar; from Puerto Rico, 126,000 tons; 
from Hawaii, 29,616 tons; and from the Philippine Islands, 
which is involved in the Philippine Independence Act, 80,214 
tons. 

There is one point that may not be covered here which I 
want to touch on lightly and very briefly. That is the ques
tion of marketing. Let us suppose you were sales agent of 
the Hawaiian Sugar Planters' Association California refinery 
and there comes into that west coast territory refined sugar 
produced in Cuba under a non-bone-char process, which 
means bargain-counter sugar. You have no bargain-counter 
sugar to hold your trade on the Pacific coast. You can rest 
assured that insofar as the bargain-counter sugar that flows 
into that area from Cuba is concerned, you will be driven out 
of the Pacific coast market. The gallery is full of sugar men 
who are experienced in the marketing of sugar, and I defy 
them to pass the word along to you to refute that statement 
before this debate expires. 

I speak as one who has sat there at the telephone day in 
and day out, month in and month out, and year in and year 
out, handling the long-distance telephone calls just as fast 
as they could come in in a fast-moving commodity market, 
slow markets, and what we call a runaway market. I know 
what it means to have competitive goods to offer in a com
petitive market. That question is involved in this bill and 
I cannot cover it in detail in 10 minutes. Other people have 
just as much right to talk on the bill as I have. It is some
thing you will have to figure out as best you can as the de
bate progresses. 

Mr. Chairman, I intend to support this bill. If the Presi
dent vetoes the bill by reason of our not eliminating subsec
tions (a) and (b) of section 207, page 14 of the bill, then I 
will have to go home and say to the sugar-beet growers of my 
district: "Well, I stood for the bill, but you have not any 
legislation." So as a Representative from my district I am 
on the spot. 

I think my district grows beets for more sugar-beet mills 
than any other district in the United States, so far as I 
have been able to learn-not more beets, not more sugar, 
but for more sugar-beet mills. So I am interested in this 
bill. If we pass the bill and the President does veto it and 
the question comes back to the House and Senate in time 
to override the veto, if we override the veto before adjourn
ment, then we will have legislation. Otherwise, the beet 
grower loses by reason of our poor judgment and legislative 
folly. So those things enter into it. 

At the meeting that was held this morning I addressed a 
question to Senator ADAMS, who has been in very close 
touch with the President on this matter. He informed me 
the President specifically objects to subsections (a) and (b) 
of section 207 on page 14 of the bill. So, in a way, that is 
the situation. I cannot figure out to save my life how the 
Committee on Agriculture has had enough patience to deal 
with this question as it has during the months the bill has 
been under consideration and bring to the floor a bill as 
good as this. 

I wish all parties were harmonized on the situation, but 
they are not, and that is the situation which we face. There 
is one redeeming feature, as I see it, and I wish my friend 
the Delegate from Hawaii [Mr. KING] could see it this 
way. So far as I know, for the first time in American sugar 
history the refiners of the United States are down here ask
ing for protection for the sugar industry. To my certain 
knowledge for 18 years I have battled with them across the 
table in an attempt to provide protection for the beet-sugar 
and the cane-sugar industry of continental United States, 
including Puerto Rico and Hawaii, and they were always 

standing for free trade on sugar. If you were a refiner you 
would very well understand why they do this, because as a 
refiner you want raw sugar, sugar in process, sugar in the 
bag, sugar in transit, and sugar in the warehouses at as low a 
cost as you can get it. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. CRAWFORD. I yield to the gentleman from Kansas. 
Mr. HOPE. Is not the reason the refiners are down here 

in agreement with the producers of sugar that they want to 
hitchhike on the producers' bill? They are trying to get a 
free ride out of a bill which was originaDy designed to pro
tect the producer. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. The answer to the gentleman's ques
tion is that you have in this bill a refined-sugar question, 
not a question that has to do with imported raw sugars. 
You are dealing with a refined-sugar question in subsections 
(a) and (b) of section 207, which have to do with refined 
sugar. These paragraphs have to do with 29,616 tons of 
refined sugar from Hawaii and 126,000 tons from Puerto 
Rico. Naturally, the refiners are interested in that. The 
refiners employ American labor, and so do the beet people. 
Therefore, I hope we will get out of this situation a marriage 
forever and eternally between the seacoast refiners, the beet 
industry of this country, and the other producers under the 
American flag to the end that hereafter when a sugar bill 
come~:. up here and there is a real tari1f fight on the floor, 
the cane refiners will come here and plead for the protec
tion of the raw product as they now plead for the protec
tion of refined sugar. 

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield 
for a brief question? 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Let me finish this thought, and then I 
will yield. 

If I could convince my friend the Delegate from Hawaii 
[Mr. KING] that this would be the result of this measure, 
namely, that the refiners and the producers of Puerto Rico 
and Hawaii, and the beet growers, will forever after be tied 
up together in fighting for the protection of domestic sugar, 
he might see that this kind of a combination would be worth 
more to him than what he is asking here. However, there is 
no way I can guarantee that the refiners would do that, and 
neither can you. 

I now yield to the gentleman from California. 
Mr. CARTER. In reference to subsections (a) and (b) 

of section 207, to which the gentleman has referred, I under
stand an amendment is to be offered striking these sub..; 
sections from the bill. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. It is my understanding that the chair
man of the committee, the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
JoNEs], will offer such an amendment. 

Mr. CARTER. Would the gentleman care to express his 
attitude toward an amendment of this kind? 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Here is the situation: Suppose the 
1-efiners' friends on the floor kill the bill in the event these 
sections are stricken out. Who can answer on that? I 
certainly could not. My beet people want sugar legislation. 
I think there are some people in the western territory who 
want sugar legislation. 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield 
for a question? 

Mr. CRAWFORD. I yield for a question. 
Mr. DONDERO. How do the amounts set forth in sub

sections (a) and (b) of section 207 compare with previous 
quotas from Hawaii and Puerto Rico? Are they more or less? 

Mr. CRAWFORD. The difference is so small that I do 
not think I should take the time to answer the question. 
The question will be answered in debate, anyway. 

Mr. DONDERO. Are the amounts larger or smaller than 
previous quotas? · 

Mr. CRAWFORD. I think a little bit less. 
Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. CRAWFORD. I yield to the gentleman from Michi-

gan. 
Mr. HOFFMAN. Is the gentleman for the Jones amend

ment? 
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Mr. CRAWFORD. I may vote for the Jones amendment, 

but I am not sure I shall. Let us hear the debate and de
cide on presentations made. I may vote against the Jones 
amendment. This is a complicated situation, as the Mem
bers of this committee will testify. It is my understanding 
from beet growers they are not particularly concerned 
whether these sections go out of the bill or remain in. If 
by leaving them in the President will veto, why should we 
leave them there if the beet people are indifferent about the 
matter. 

Mr. MAVERICK. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Yes; I yield. 
Mr. MAVERICK. If the Jones amendment carries, there 

are still a great many other benefits in the bill? 
Mr. CRAWFORD. A great many benefits, in my opinion. 

I expect to support the bill. [Applause.] 
[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the gen

tleman from Colorado [Mr. CuM:MmcsJ. 
Mr. CUM:MINGS. Mr. Chairman, I wish, first, to make 

my position perfectly clear regarding this controversy over 
refined sugar. I speak for the beet growers. I think pos
sibly I am not misstating when I say I come as near speak
ing for them as any man in the West. I have lived there, 
owned farms there, and grown beets there for 30 years. 

This controversy does not make one penny's difference to 
the growers of beets. We shall receive the same price for 
our beets during the life of this law whether the refining 
quotas of Hawaii and Puerto Rico are increased or not. The 
only brief I have for the refiners is not for the refiners as 
such but I think that any good American citizen has a brief 
for every man who has a job in the United States. 

What is the real issue? Hawaii and Puerto Rico are 
allowed to produce just as much sugar under the refining 
quota in this bill as they were under the Jones-Costigan 
Act, and that is as much as they ever produced before. In 
1933 we had a stabilization agreement. For 3 months after 
Congress adjourned I sat with our committee. We agreed 
on a stabilization agreement, because the sugar industry of 
the world was absolutely ruined. Raw sugar sold in New 
York for 60 cents. For the year 1933 it sold at an average 
of 80 cents, which meant absolute ruin for everybody in the 
industry. 

Some of the people who are representing Hawaii and 
Puerto Rico tell you they do not want a sugar bill. Do you 
know what I think about that? I think it is a good thing 
the Lord is not enforcing one particular commandment to
day as he did in the days of Ananias. Do you get the point? 
Without sugar legislation the sugar industry of Hawaii, 
Puerto Rico, and the United States is absolutely ruined, be
cause we go on the world market with a 90-percent pro
tection tariff, and we had $2 against CUba and $2.50 against 
the world in 1933. 

Now, we just cannot grow sugar in competition with cheap 
colored labor in the Tropics, and any man who knows any
thing about sugar knows it, any more than you people in 
the East can produce shoes and steel and other manufac
tured products without taritr protection. 

As I have said, it does not make a particle of difference 
to the beet growers, and it will not hurt any industry in 
Hawaii, and the question arises, Why do they want to refine 
this sugar? This is just as plain as the nose on your face. 
If you will examine the Government report which I have 
here and refer to the tables in that report, you will find that 
the average wages for labor in the sugar industry of Hawaii 
is $10.80 a week. There is not any getting around that, be
cause this is a Government report and I will give you the 
number of it. They want to refine the sugar there in order 
to make more money. 

Now, what is the condition of the sugar industry in the 
United States and in Hawaii? In Hawaii, under the Jones
Costigan Act, there were 39 contracts. In the United States 
there 75,000 contracts. 

Mr. DOCKWEILER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. CUMMINGS. I cannot yield now. 
Those 39 contracts in Hawaii received payments of $13,-

332,862. The lowest payment in all of Hawaii was $39,104, 
while the largest was $1,022,038. There are five companies 
in Hawaii with the same secretary and the same treasurer, 
one man is president of four and vice president of the fifth, 
and these five companies received $3,534,917 of benefits 
under that provision. 

The industry in the two countries is absolutely different. 
I am going to offer for introduction in the RECORD a graph 
that shows that six families own and control every industry 
in the Island of Ha waiL They own the railroads, they own 
the banks, they own the sugar plantations, and when the bill 
was passed granting provisional independence to the Philip
pine Islands a provision was inserted whereby Hawaii was 
allowed to bring in all the labor they wanted from the 
Philippine Islands. The Delegate from Hawaii has intro
duced a bill to repeal this provision, but they did not repeal 
it until they had obtained all the advantages under it. 
There was a strike there last spring, but it did not particu
larly interfere with them, because they bring their labor 
from the Philippine Islands, and if they work 3 years they 
get their fare back, but they must work 1 year for the first 
man and then they can work where they please the next 
2 years if the lords of Hawaii say they can do so. 

As I have said, the conditions are absolutely different. 
They have told us about the labor conditions in Colorado. 
They say we employ labor from old Mexico. 

On May 4 I sent a wire to the chairman of the Colorado 
Beet Growers Association, who is also a director of the na
tional association, and I am going to read it to you so you 
will know I asked for the facts: 
A. L. Lrrrr.E, 

Capitol Building, Denver, Colo.: 
How many citizens of Old Mexico or any other foreign country 

are employed in our beet fields? Ask Governor Ammons to sign 
wire with you. Answer immediately. 

FRED CUMMINGS, M. C. 

Here is the reply under date of the 7th: 
There are no exact data of citizenship of beet-field workers 

in our territories available. Best estimate of those most familiar 
is that 700 contracts will be worked in Colorado district, Great 
Western territory, by families of Mexican citizenship. This is 
one-eighth of total contracts. These family heads are all of long 
and legal residence in United States and many have children 
born to citizenship here. There are no nationals of other foreign 
countries engaged here. Estimate 2,100 contracts worked by United 
States citizens Spanish speaking and 2,800 by United States cit
izens of white race. 

Gov. TELLER AMMONS, 
Senator A. L. LITTEL, 

President of Beet Growers' Association. 

Now, please remember, there were only 39 contracts in all 
of Hawaii. The average farm growing beets in the United 
States is around 16 acres, while the average in Utah is 
about 6 acres. So that in the United States it is com
pletely an American institution. 

I do not want to work a hardship against anyone in the 
United States or anyone in the sugar business, but when 
you talk about people being discriminated against you must 
remember that Hawaii and Puerto Rico are allowed to pro
duce all the sugar they can consume, and they are allowed 
to produce and sell on the world market as much as they 
please, but the amount they can ship to the United States 
iS limited and the amount they can ship of refined sugar 
is limited, and it should be limited. 

The beet growers, the last year before this limitation, pro
duced 1,770,000 tons of sugar, and we submitted to a quota 
of 1,500,000 tons of sugar. Our sugar is a completed trans
action when it leaves the factory. The growers haul the 
beets to the factory, and it comes out as refined sugar, and 
if there is anybody discriminated against, I would call your 
attention to the situation of Florida and Louisiana. Florida 
is not allowed to produce as much sugar as they consume, 
while Louisiana is allowed to produce a little more. 
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The entire beet-sugar industry of the United States is re

stricted. We could produce hundreds of thousands of tons 
more of sugar; but what would be the result if you threw 
down the bars and everybody produced all the sugar they 
could? You would have a ruined sugar market, and I tell 
my people this. While you may say it is un-American to 
put a restriction on continental production, yet you cannot 
get all that you want, and under this administration I am 
in favor of getting what you can, and I tell my people that 
if a man is growing 20 acres of beets and is restricted to 15 
or 18 acres he is better off growing 15 or 18 acres at a 
profit than 20 acres and losing money. 

These other people do not want to ruin the sugar industry. 
They are just talking through their hats. 

I do not want to see the beet-sugar industry ruined, and, 
as I said in opening my remarks, it does not make a penny 
of difference to the growers of beets. We will get the same 
price for our beets. 

I do say that the people that are operating the refining 
industry of the United States and have been for 150 years 
are entitled to the same protection that the beet growers 
are, and they are entitled to the same protection that we 
grant Hawaii and Puerto Rico, and we should say to them 
that they can produce just as many pounds of refined sugar 
as they have ever produced. 

The CHAmMAN. The time of the gentleman from Colo
rado has expired. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes more to 
the gentleman from Colorado. 

Mr. KENNEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. CUMMINGS. Yes. 
Mr. KENNEY. Is there not a limitation on continental 

United States insofar as the sale of refined sugar is con
cerned? That is, continental United States cannot sell its 
refined sugar to Hawaii or Puerto Rico, and there is a 
natural restriction there, although there is no restriction 
in the bill, because of the difference in the cost, the cost 
of production being so much less in Puerto Rico. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. And whenever you restrict the pro
duction of beets, which this quota does, it logically follows 
that you restrict the production of refined sugar, so that we 
are restricted in refining just as are Hawaii and Puerto 
Rico. 

Mr. MAVERICK. And, if the so-called Jones amend
ments carry, would not there still be very many provisions 
in this bill that are desirable? 

Mr. CUMMINGS. If these two provisions were cut out, 
it would not make a penny's difference to the beet growers 
of the United States; and I tell you that my only object 
is in protecting all the sugar industry of the United States 
and the 14,000 people who have jobs in connection with it. 

Mr. MAVERICK. It will still be a good bill if they were 
cut out. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. It would not be a good bill for the 
refiners. It would ruin the refiners, but it would take care 
of the beet growers. 

Mr. KENNEY. If the refiners were ruined and the refin
ing had to be done in the island Territories eventually--

MI. CUMMINGS. And they would come back here and 
defend this law and say that there is nobody interested in 
sugar but the beet growers, and that they will take the 
tari1I o1I that. 

The cost of sugar is sometimes spoken of. It is cheaper in 
the United States than in any other country in the world. 
In Italy they pay over 15 cents. There is not a civilized 
country on earth that has as cheap sugar as we have in the 
United States. I say frankly that I do not want a high 
price for sugar, because I believe that the people who eat 
sugar are entitled to the same protection as the man that 
grows it. Let me give you the figures on the cost of sugar. 
In Germany it is $13.66 a hundred; in Italy, $21.80; in Poland, 
$8.40; in Norway, $7.19; in France, $9.54; in the Netherlands, 
$14.24; in Czechoslovakia, $11.25; in the Irish Free State, 
$7.72; and you can buy it in the United States today, right 
here in Washington, for $4.80 a hundred-10 pounds for 48 
cents. I shall later, perhaps under the 5-minute rule, call 

attention to the cost of sugar as compared with other food 
products. 

Mr. HEALEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. CUMMINGS. Yes. 
Mr. HEALEY. In answer to the gentleman from Texas 

[Mr. MAVERICK], if those two paragraphs were eliminated 
from the bill, it would in effect transfer the industry from 
continental United States to the insular possessions. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. It would absolutely ruin the refining 
industry of the United States. 

Mr. MAVERICK. It would not transfer all of it. 
Mr. HEALEY. Practically all of it. It would take away 

jobs from American workmen. 
Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gentle

man from New York [Mr. ANDREWs]. 
Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, I desire to ask one or two 

questions of the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. LucAS], who is 
the author of one of the important amendments now a part 
of this bill as it comes to the floor. I wish to inquire about 
the proposed excise tax imposed on waste inedible molasses 
when used in the manufacture of industrial alcohol, a vital 
chemical raw material. May I ask how this tax would work 
out? Is it the same tax practically a.s on sugar itself? 

Mr. LUCAS. That is correct. In other words, blackstrap 
molasses is coming in from the tropical countries without any 
importation tax, and it is also being manufactured without 
a manufacturers' tax for the distillation of alcohol. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Would it not result in an increased cost 
to both direct and indirect consumers of products in which 
industrial alcohol is used? I urge that you look into the 
statistics and check the actual facts in the matter. 

Mr. LUCAS. There is no doubt but what there will be 
an increased cost to the consumers, but at the same time we 
in Illinois and in the Corn Belt districts of this country 
believe it is a beneficial movement toward aiding the basic . 
industry of America, and that is the true reason for the 
placing of this amendment into the bill. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Does not the gentleman believe that 
this will dislocate a very vital American industry, and result 
in the loss of a valuable market for waste blackstrap mo
lasses which would react against the very sugar producers 
the Jones bill seeks to aid? 

Mr. LUCAS. No. We always hear about a dislocation 
of industry in every bill that is brought to the House where 
industry is involved, but I find that industry gets along 
about- as well as the farmers in my section of the country, 
in fact, a little bit better. These industries will not stop 
but they may be compelled to become more interested in 
the use of com in place of a foreign product. 

Mr. LANZETTA. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. ANDREWS. Yes. 
Mr. LANZETI'A. Is it not a fact that the grain pro

ducers do not stand to benefit one iota from the tax on 
blackstrap molasses and that the only ones to benefit will 
be the producers of synthetic alcohol? 

Mr. LUCAS. No. The gentleman is mistaken. True, it 
will come into competition with the producers of synthetic 
alcohol, but synthetic alcohol can never take the place of 
grain alcohol made from corn. This amendment will place 
the American corn producer upon a near parity with the 
b1ackstrap producer who lives beyond the confines of conti
nental United states. Who in this legislative hall can 
honestly challenge that premise? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New 
York has expired. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 minutes to the 
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. BIERMANN]. 

Mr. BIERMANN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent to speak out of order on another agricultural matter. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of 
the gentleman from Iowa? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BIERMANN. Mr. Chairman, during generations the 

great State of Iowa has been recognized as the greatest com
producing area on this earth. Strangely, in a rash moment 
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last week, the State of Wisconsin challenged Iowa's su
premacy. Wisconsin's Governor, Philip La Follette, with 
pomp and ceremony, went to our State capital to measure 
com with Iowa. He carried with him the tallest cornstalk 
in the Badger State. Iowa's great Governor, Nelson G. 
Kra.schel, neighborly and good-naturedly, condescended to 
the contest. He hurriedly sent out a messenger to fetch the 
first cornstalk he came to, remarking to Governor La Follette 
that if the Iowa cornstalk was not 2 feet taller than Wis
consin's best he would consider Wisconsin the winner. The 
Wisconsin cornstalk measured 13 feet 1% inches. The mes
senger arrived with a stalk from one of the poorer Iowa 
fields. It measured 16 feet 5% inches. Like a good sports
man, Governor La Follette said, "You have us backed off the 
map when it comes to raising com." 

I wish to enter this story in the RECORD so that henceforth 
no such States as Dlinois, Missouri, Nebraska, or Minnesota 
will ever challenge the agricultural supremacy of Iowa, the 
State "where the tall com grows." 

In order that Iowa's supremacy may be known to all other 
States' Representatives, Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent to insert at this point a statement of a small part of 
the many fields in which my great State excels. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Iowa? 

There was no objection. 
The statement is as follows: 
Although Iowa ranks sixteenth in population and twenty-third 

In area of land, she ranks--
In value of corn, oats, horses, hogs, poultry _________________ First 
In value of farm lands and buildings _______________________ First 

· In combined value of livestock _____________________________ First 
In tot al value of farm propertY---------------------------- First 
In farm land improved (95.6 percent)---------------------- First In value of farm machinery ________________________________ First 

Twenty-five percent of all grade 1 farm land of the United States 
is within the State of Iowa. Seventy-five percent of all grade 1 
farm land of the United States is within 250 miles of the center 
of Iowa. 

The farms of five Iowa counties (Sioux, Crawford, Shelby, Kos
suth, and Plymouth) exceed in value the farms of either Massa
chusetts, Vermont, New Hampshire, Wyoming, New Mexico, or 
Utah. 

The farms of 10 Iowa counties (Cedar, Clinton, Crawford, Jasper, 
Kossuth, Marshall, Polk, Plymouth, Shelby, and Sioux) exceed in 
value the farms in any one of the States of South Carolina, 
Maryland, Florida, Idaho, Maine, New Hampshire, Delaware, New 
Mexico, or Utah. 

One-tenth of all the food products in the United States comes 
from the State of Iowa. 

Iowa's grain products for 1935 totaled 617,500,000 bushels. This 
amount divided by Iowa's number of square miles--55,586-gives 
an average of 11,100 bushels per square mile. No other State begins 
to equal these figures. 

The per-capita wealth for Iowa is $4,322. The per-capita wealth 
for the remainder of the United States is $2,685. 

The value of the farm products produced in Iowa in 1 year 1s 
greater than all the gold that has been produced in Alaska in the 
58 years since the United States purchased Alaska. 

(Authority u. s. Census and National Industrial Conference 
Board.) 

Mr. MASON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BIERMANN. I yield. 
Mr. MASON. I do not believe the State of Dlinois will 

ever challenge Iowa on the stories they put out, but we can 
easily challenge Iowa on the tallness of our com. 
[Laughter.] 

Mt. MARTIN of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. BIERMANN. I yield. 
Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. I want to know if the Gov

ernor of Wisconsin carefully examined the structure of that 
cornstalk to see what made it that way? 

Mr. BIERMANN. I have no idea. 
Mr. BOll..EAU. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr . .BIERMANN. I yield. 
Mr. BOTI..EAU. Would the gentleman be interested in 

I'Oing into a contest with reference to cheese instead of 
corn? 

Mr. BIERMANN. I will have to think that over. 

· Mr. MANSFIELD. Did that cornstalk have any corn 
on it? 

Mr. BIERMANN. I think it had three or four ears. 
Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance of my time. 

[Applause.] 
Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gen

tleman from New York [Mr. LoRD]. 

Mr. LORD. Mr. Chairman, I want to speak for a mo
ment for the consumers of the country. We have heard 
the farmer and the processor taken care of, but in thiS 
legislation we are going to add half a cent a pound to the 
cost of sugar, and that half a cent a pound must come out 
of the consumer. I think the consumer should be consid
ered just for a moment at this time. In the United States 
we cut down on the amount of sugar we can produce. We 
cannot produce enough sugar in the United States for our 
needs. I maintain that we should be allowed to produce 
the sugar that we want to, so long as we cannot produce 
enough for our consumption. 

Mr. HARLAN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. LORD. I yield. 
Mr. HARLAN. I am asking for information. This bill is 

simply a continuance, from a taxing viewpoint, of the Jones
Costigan present bill, is it not? That is, the one-half cent 
the gentleman speaks of is in the present law. 

Mr. LORD. Yes; but that will expire soon. 
Mr. HARLAN. Under the present law we have cheaper 

sugar now than we have had for years with that half cent 
added, have we not? 

Mr. LORD. It would be that much cheaper if we did not 
have that tax. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. LORD. I yield. 
Mr. CRAWFORD. That statement will not hold water, 

because in 1932 we had refined sugar selling around $3.25 to 
$3.40 as against today's prices. If the gentleman will per
mit, I might point out that was under a $2 duty on sugar 
coming from Cuba as against a 90-cent duty today. 

Mr. LORD. I thank the gentleman for the information. 
Mr. Chairman, we have cut down somewhat the allowance 

from Hawaii. We have cut down somewhat the allowance 
from Puerto Rico. In addition to that we are providing 
that they can only ship into the country sugar in its raw 
form. They are a part of the United States, and, as others 
have contended here today, they should be allowed to ship 
refined if they please. If we should say that California 
must ship all of their sugar to New York City to have it 
refined, we would think that was rather drastic legislation. 
If we would say that Florida must ship all their sugar to 
Michigan to have it refined, we would think that was drastic 
legislation. That is exactly what we are doing with Hawaii 
and Puerto Rico. On that account I cannot agree with the 
legislation. I hope it will be stricken from the bill when it 
comes up for passage. 

As we go on with sugar we will probably have some more 
amendments offered. We have heard it stated that we 
should have this refining in the United States so we would 
make that labor. What about the labor we would have if 
we raised all the sugar we can here? I was speaking with 
a Representative from Florida recently, and he tells me they 
could employ 30,000 more people in Florida if they could 
produce as much cane as they would like to produce. This 
would give labor to the American people. Of course, it 
would take it away from Cuba, but what about Cuba? We 
gave Cuba a greater quota of sugar than they can produce 
with their own labor. We cut down the amount of sugar 
that Puerto Rico can produce and then CUba has to send 
to Puerto Rico to get labor to raise their sugar. This is the 
way this all works out. We are working against ourselves. 
The sugar factories in Michigan are not running because 
they do not get their quota of beets. 

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. LORD. I yield. 
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Mr. GREEN. I am rather in accord with the gentleman's 

remarks. I cannot understand how the Congress of the 
United States can go on record as depriving American farm
ers of producing a product where we only produce 25 or 30 
percent of what is consumed in our country. When we allot 
that to Cuba as against Florida, then we are giving Cuba a 
preference over Florida. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. LoRD] has expired. 

Mr. HOPE. I yield the gentleman from New York 2 addi
tional minutes, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. LORD. Then we are giving preference to Cuba, a 
foreign country, and not to our own Florida unemployed 
American citizens. It is bad government and unusually dan
gerous, because in case of war our sugar-beet producers in 
the United States will be operating under a greatly reduced 
capacity, · and we will find ourselves the victims of foreign 
sugar producers. 

Mr. DOWELL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. LORD. I yield. 
Mr. DOWELL. Is it not true, I ask the gentleman from 

Florida, that the Government paid individuals in the United 
States for not producing last year and the year before, at the 
very time when we were allowing foreign sugar to come into 
this country? 

Mr. GREEN. Yes. We do not want any subsidy in Florida 
if they will let us increase our cane production. 

Mr. DOWELL. Why should we restrict production in the 
United States when we do not produce one-third of the 
amount consumed in the United States? 

Mr. GREEN. It is obviously an unwise policy to restrict 
production in our country when we make so much less than 
we actually consume, even in peacetime. 

Mr. DOWELL. Why should we not adopt the policy that 
would permit increased production in the United States in 
order that our domestic producers may supply the needs of 
the United States? 

Mr. LORD. Mr. Chairman, I am sorry, but I cannot yield 
further. Much has been said about this quota for Cuba. 
It is, of course, a subject I should hardly speak of, I suppose, 
but a few years ago some gentlemen from my own State, 

_ when sugar was 20 or 28 cents a pound-they might be 
classed as economic royalists by some-got mixed up in 
the Cuban sugar industry and they seemed to get a little 
advantage in the quota, a little more than some believed they 
should have. I want to help the gentlemen from Florida and 
Louisiana, and the beet men, to get a greater quota of the 
United States market. I believe that we should really em
ploy American labor, that we should raise all the sugar beets 
we need, buying only what is necessary to make up the 
difference between our needs and our consumption from 
Cuba, or others having them to sell, and not assess the 
American housewife one-half cent a pound to help out the 
Cuban investors from New York City. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 8 minutes to the 

gentleman from Oregon [Mr. P~cEl. 
Mr. PIERCE. Mr. Chairman, this bill is just a fair sample 

of what we are going to have presented to us in the regula
tion of agriculture when the bill comes in next winter from 
the Committee on Agriculture to establish the ever-normal 
granary policy and the other things that Will probably be tied 
in. You can expect an enlarged edition of the sugar-control 
bill. 

The world has changed materially and entirely since I 
went to the West a little more than half a century ago. The 
independent farmer who could plant his field to sugar beets, 
corn, wheat, or grass is a man of the past. We are in a day 
of regulation. _ I speak particularly for the beet-sugar grow .. 
ers, as well as the consumers. We are interested in a reason
able price for sugar beets, as well as in the price of sugar. 
Clearly, as explained by our colleague the gentleman from 
Colorado, this regulation has given us a comparatively cheap 
sugar, and it has given us a good price for sugar beets. I 

grew sugar beets once in quantity and sold them for around 
$4 a ton. They are worth almost double that now to the 
grower. 

The sugar-beet business is just returning to Oregon. Our 
sugar factory at La Grande, Oreg., was dismantled long 
years ago. A new sugar factory is soon to be built on the 
OwYhee irrigation project. Many acres are now planted to 
sugar beets in Malheur County with more contemplated for 
next year. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe that we must take care of our 
own people in the continental United States. I am going 
to vote for this bill, preferably with sections (a) and (b), 
on page 14, retained in the bill, just as the bill came from 
the committee. That is my idea of what the bill should be. 
The only effect on Puerto Rico and Hawaii is in the amount 
of refined sugar that these .islands can ship into the con
tinental United States. These sections, on page 14, (a) and 
(b) are in the interests of the sugar refiners of the United 
States. I prefer to leave those sections in the bill, be
cause they affect men working in factories. These are our 
own people; they are ~pending their own hard-earned 
money, buying our own farm products, articles of food that 
we have to sell. I believe in protecting them. 

If these sections go out of the bill, I am told that the 
ultimate effect will be that refining will go to the islands, 
Hawaii, and Puerto Rico, where it can be done cheaper 
than in the United States. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. PIERCE. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Is it not a fact that this will be a 

great discrimination against labor in this country? 
Mr. PIERCE. I think so. At the present moment we 

should be thinking about our own factories. I think these 
sections should remain in the bill. I deeply regret that 
our President saw fit to make the statement he did to the 
chairman of our committee yesterday. I wish that he could 
be brought to see the light. I have nothing against the 
Hawaiian Islands, but I do know that the sugar business .of 
the islands is practically run by a monopoly. I think there 
are really only five firms over there. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield. 

Mr. PIERCE. I yield. 
Mr. McCORMACK. There are five firms with inter

locking directorates which practically control Hawaii. 
There is an economic oligarchy over there that ought to be 
investigated. 

Mr. PIERCE. It seems to me if our President could 
realize that and could be shown the truth, he would sign 
the bill, as I hope we may pass it. I am going to vote for 
it either way. I think our new sugar-beet industry in the 
Malheur country of Oregon will fare equally well with it 
out or with it in; but I think the whole country will be 
better off if we leave those two sections in. 

Mr. HARLAN. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. PIERCE. I yield to the gentleman from Ohio. 
Mr. HARLAN. The gentleman does not feel any worse 

against an organization of five families in Hawaii than he 
does against the United States Sugar Trust that has been 
controlling the whole business in this country for a good 
many years, which trust will be the primary beneficiary 
under this bill? ' 

Mr. PIERCE. I do not think it will be the primary bene
ficiary. I think the whole country will be much better off. 
There is no question but what we should extend the grow
ing of sugar beets in this country. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. PIERCE. I yield to the gentleman from Massachu

setts. 
Mr. McCORMACK. Bearing upon the question of labor, I 

know that the refineries in Massachusetts-and there are 
two-pay their help from 65 cents an hour to $1.05 an hour. 
They were paying them 58 cents an hour until recently. 
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The women are getting 45 cents an hour. Until recently 
they were getting 40 cents an hour. Then they get a bonus 
in addition to that. They have to compete against labor 
·that is paid from 60 cents to $2 a day. 

MI. PIERCE. That is what we have to face in this House. 
We cannot yield to the old free-trade ideas that my friend 
from Ohio has deeply set in his mind. 

Mr. HARLAN. The gentleman is a little mistaken with 
reference to my free-trade ideas. I have never advocated 
that, although I have been in favar of our trade agreements. 
·However, production costs are not exclusively labor costs. 
The Hawaiian producer has to import his fuel; he has to 
constantly use fertilizer. In fact, I think it is the most 
heavily fertilized sugar field so far as I know in the world. 
They have other costs. They buy material in this country 
which they ship out to Hawaii. That promotes industry in 
this country. It is exactly the same proposition that we 
have in promoting trade through our trade treaties. The 
things that we offer to Hawaii, the opportunity to. manufac
ture simply comes back to us in the United States if we 
can sell to Hawaii fuel, fertilizer, all kinds of machinery, 
equipment, and everything else. 

Mr. PIERCE. That is a beautiful dream, but it does not 
work out in practice. 

MI. HARLAN. It is the fact. 
Mr. PIERCE. We have to take care of our own people. We 

have to look after our own labor. We have to look after our 
own men in Boston and other places who want to work. It is 
just a beautiful theory. 

Mr. WIDTE of Ohio. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. PIERCE. I yield to the gentleman from Ohio. 
Mr. WIDTE of Ohio. A good many people claim these 

island possessions are our people and therefore entitled to the 
same consideration. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. NELSON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the 

gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. CoFFEE]. 
Mr. WIDTE of Ohio. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. I yield to the gentleman from 

Ohio. 
Mr. WHITE of Ohio. Some of the people who are inter

ested in this bill claim that the people of these island pos
S€ssions are our people, and, therefore, should have the same 
consideration as our domestic growers. But I do not agree 
-with that theory, and I want to ask .the gentleman if it is 
true this difference is brought about by the wage and hour 
bill in that the provisions of that bill will not apply to those 
island laborers? 

Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. There seems to be a difference 
of opinion as to whether or not that bill will apply to Puerto 
Rico and Hawaii. I heard that discussed this morning. 
There are numerous exemptions in the Senate bill, and I 
have not had an opportunity yet to read the bill with the 
amendments made in the House Committee on Labor. How
ever, the point to remember is that this sugar legislation is 
an attempt to do something to stabilize the domestic sugar 
industry, and no group or area has been favored. All have 
had to accept some restrictions or limitations. 

Mr. wmTE of Ohio. That is right. 
Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. It has been necessary to pro

vide quota restrictions to prevent the destruction of the 
domestic industry on account of the competition from off
shore, low-cost areas. Our continental sugar growers were 
going bankrupt because of the low prices of 1931, 1932, 1933, 
before the Jones-Costigan Act went into effect. Had that 
act not been passed by Congress you, perhaps, would not 
have any sugar beets or sugar cane growing in the United 
States today, and that industry would be lost to the conti
nental United States. However, in legislating for the pri
mary benefit of the people on the continent you have ·pro
vided a stabilized market for the off-shore island possessions 
and Territories that has made_ it possible for Hawaii and 
Puerto Rico to obtain $100,000,000 a year more for their 
product than they _otherwise would have been able to ob
tain on the world market. ·The bill before you, in effect, 

continues the general principles of the Jones-Costigan Act 
with its limitation on refined sugar from Hawaii and Puerto 
Rico. 

The main controversy is with respect to lifting the refined 
restriction on these imports from Hawaii and Puerto Rico. 
Frankly, the committee has bad this legislation under con
sideration for a good many months and has tried as best it, 
could, motivated only by a desire to be fair and just to all 
concerned, to arrive at the best and most satisfactory meas
ure that could be presented to the House. 

Mr. WHITE of Ohio. The committee heard from people 
in the island possessions? 

Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. We heard representatives 
from all of them. We beard from the departments, and we 
tried to exercise our legislative function as an independent 
branch of this Government and bring in satisfactory 
legislation. · 

May I say that the demands of Florida and Louisiana 
were given sympathetic consideration? · We tried as best we 
could to relieve the situation. We increased the quota to 
the Louisiana and Florida sugarcane areas from 260,000 
tons to 420,000 tons. In doing so the other areas had to 
sacrifice some of their quotas. 

Hawaii and Puerto Rico sacrificed some. You must re
member that under the Tydings-McDuffie Act the Philip
pines are guaranteed a quota of 970,000 tons. You must 
also remember that under the recoprical-trade agreement 
with Cuba concessions were made which we had to respec1l 
in this legislation. As a consequence, it was impossible 
to satisfy the legitimate demands for additional quotas. 

Mr. WHITE of Ohio. Does the gentleman believe the 
reciprocal-trade treaty with Cuba acts to the detriment of 
our domestic sugar producers? 

Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. I would not say so as long 
as quotas are maintained. When the Jones-Costigan Act 
went into effect the tariff was reduced 50 cents per hundred
weight, which was replaced with a processing tax. Since the 
processing tax was declared unconstitutional we have been 
making a donation to CUba of approximately 50 cents per 
100 pounds on the imports of sugar from that country. 
This is one reason for passing the pending measure, for 
here we again put the 50-cent tax back and will collect the 
tax on the imports. 

Let me at this point discuss an item which has not been 
covered up to this time. The estimated tax collections under 
this proposed legislation will be $66,820,000 per year. The 
estimated payments to growers under title III of the bill, 
after deducting estimated reductions in payments to large 
growers provided for in section 304, will amount to approxi
mately $40,000,000. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield 
for a question? 

Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. I yield to the gentleman from 
Texas. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Do not the payments go to the Puerto 
Rican and Hawaiian growers as well as to the domestic 
g1·owers? 

Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. They do on a graduated scale. 
The payments are reduced in cases of large producers on a 
graduated scale as provided in the bill. This applies to main
land producers also. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Can the gentleman tell us about how 
much will go to Hawaii, in round numbers? Would it not be 
approximately $12,000,000? 

Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. I have not the figures. The 
amount would be hard to estimate because of the graduated 
scale of payments. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. It is from $9,000,000 to $12,000,000? 
Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. Approximately, I should say. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. And about the same to Puerto Rico? 
Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. A little less. With respect to 

the Philippine tax, it is provided in the bill that this money 
will be returned to the Philippines. You, perhaps, wonder 
why this is provided in the bill. This payment will amount to 
some $9,700,000. Under the Tydings-McDufiie Act we are 
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precluded from raising a tariff against any product from the 
Philippine Commonwealth. However, it is a close question 
whether or not this could be considered as a tariff. The com
tn.ittee made that concession to the State Department and 
War Department and included in the bill a provision to re
turn the tax, the same as was done with the excise tax on 
copra and coconut oil a few years ago. 

I may say that I fear the future of the domestic-sugar 
industry will be seriously threatened unless this sugar legis
lation is enacted. To safeguard this industry it is necessary 
for all the people interested, whether from the growers' 
standpoint or from the standpoint of beet labor or sugar
cane labor, or from the standpoint of the refiners or 
those working in the refineries, to stand shoulder to shoulder 
in trying to pass legislation which will safeguard the indus
try as a whole. If you cripple the refining industry in this 
country, we know that sooner or later the continental growers 
will find themselves in a like position. Unless we can have 
a combination of quotas and a tariff on sugar, the sugar 
growers of this country cannot feel very safe from the 
threat of competition from cheap tropical labor. 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. I yield to the gentleman from 
Minnesota. 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. The gentleman bas stated 
he is fearful that unless this measure is passed the sugar 
industry of this country will be destroyed. Is the gentle
man's theory based on the fact there would be an increase 
in imports of sugar from Cuba? 

Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. Our quota provisions would 
fall. Unless we can maintain quotas on the imports of 
sugar, naturally the market will be fiooded and the price 
will drop to a figure where it will be unprofitable for beet
sugar growers or cane-sugar growers to produce beets or 
cane on the continent. 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. This country would not be 
flooded with sugar from Puerto Rico or Hawaii but the sugar 
would come from CUba.. 

Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. The additional sugar would be 
from Cuba principally. 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. That is, because of the 
low duty of 90 cents, they would have an advantage and 
would ship sugar to this country? 

Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. Yes; Cuba, Puerto Rico, Ha
waii, and the Philippines would suffer with the continental 
producers, because this sugar would come in in unlimited 
quantities and would help to demoralize the stabilized mar
ket in the United States they all enjoy. I urge the passage 
of this bill to safeguard the domestic sugar industry. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. HOPE: Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the 

gentleman from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN]. 
Mr. DffiKSEN. Mr. Chairman, sometimes things are 

concealed in a legislative bill which are not always ap
parent to the naked eye, and it becomes necessary to take 
out the slide rule and resort to a little arithmetic to see 
what that provision is. In this instance I refer to a subject 
matter I have discussed no end of times on this floor, 
namely, the subject of blackstrap molasses. 

My colleague, the gentleman from illinois [Mr. LucAsJ. 
who is a member of the Committee on Agriculture, was 
successful in having written into this bill an amendment 
which very carefully defines liquid sugars, which would 
include blackstrap, and brings them within the purview of 
the taxing provisions of the bill. This amendment appears 
on page 26, and reads: 

Notwithstanding the foregoing exceptions, sugar in liquid form 
(regardless of its nonsugar solid content) which is to be used 
1n the distillation of alcohol, shan be considered manufactured 
sugar. 

Section 402 of ~ bill imposes a tax on manufactured 
sugar manufactured in this country. Section 403 imposes 
an import compensation tax on manufactured sugar which 
comes into the country from the outside. The result is, 

therefore, that blackstrap molasses. which is an aggregate 
byproduct of some 300 pounds per ton of refined sugar, 
and a very dark, sirupy substance, is included as manu
factured sugar in the bill, and therefore is amenable to a 
compensating tax of a little more than one-half cent per 
pound of sugars. 

I think the corn farmers of Dlinois will be everlastingly 
grateful to my colleague from Illinois [Mr. LucAS] for his 
diligent work in having this put into the bill, and therefore 
I want to supplement the things he has already done and 
the position he has taken by insisting that this bill should go 
a little bit further and increase the tax on blackstrap mo
lasses that goes into the distillation of alcohol. Here is the 
arithmetic of the thing, implemented and corroborated bY 
all that I have been able to pick up in the Department of 
Agriculture, the Alcohol Tax Unit, the Bureau of Internal 
Revenue, the Federal Alcohol Administration, and all other 
agencies. 

Blackstrap molasses will run about 6 percent of sugar con
tent. This is item no. 1. The Department of Agriculture 
tells me that it takes 6 gallons of blackstrap to produce the 
same amount of alcohol as a bushel of corn. This is item 
no. 2. It takes 12 pounds of blackstrap to make a gallon 
of blackstrap~ and 6 times 12 pounds equals 72 pounds. So 
72 pounds of molasses will displace 1 bushel of corn in the 
production of alcohol. If the sugar content is 6 percent, 
then 6 percent of 72 pounds is 4% pounds. So for taxable 
purposes 4% pounds of sugar content, taxed on the basis that 
is recited in this bill,. will raise a tax of approximately 2 Y4 
cents. So a tax is to be imposed of 2%, cents on an equiva
lent quantity of molasses that displaces a bushel of corn in 
the commercial outlets of the country. 

To show you what nonsense there is about all this, you 
cannot bring in a single bushel of corn from the Argentine 
unless you pay a duty of 25 cents under the Tariff Act of 
1930. You can bring in 72 pounds of molasses and pay only 
2% cents, and you can displace 1 bushel of corn grown out 
in the .great Corn Belt. Is there any rhyme, reason, or sense 
about that kind of a set-up or arithmetic? And if we are 
going to give the corn farmer of this country a square deal 
it becomes necessary to raise the compensating import tax 
upon molasses that will be used in the distillation of alcohol. 

How serious is this thing? In 1910, 24,000,000 gallons 
of blackstrap molasses came in from the outside. In 1936, 
235,000,000 gallons came in from the outside; 149,000,000 
gallons of alcohol was produced in this country from molasses 
in the fiscal year 1936. This is nearly 76 percent of all 
alcohol produced in 1936, and only 7.04 percent of all the 
alcohol made in this country in 1936 was produced from 
grain that is grown in the United States. 

You people who talk about nationalism, who talk about 
defending the continental interests of the country, what 
about all this blackstrap molasses, fabricated into alcohol, 
that is today usurping approximately 30,000,000 bushels of 
corn, in the industrial market, and I will defy anybody to 
refute this statement. 

How serious is this insofar as the farmer is concerned? 
Here is a clipping from The Pekin Daily Times, my home
town paper, that came to my office this morning. It shows 
that the corn crop for this year is estimated at around 
2,600,000,000 bushels. Where does it go? Most of it stays 
on the farm . and is fed in the form of pork and beans. 
Ten percent, or approximately 300,00.0,000 bushels, goes 
into the manufacture of starch and alcohol and all the other 
products that are processed from corn. Thirty million bush
els of corn displaced today by blackstrap molasses repre
sents 10 percent of the corn farmers' industrial outlet for 
his crop. 

I wonder what the automobile people would say if you took 
away 10 percent of their domestic market. They would 
squeal like a stuck pig, and so would anyone else. 

Now, are you going to stand by and have 72 pounds of 
blackstrap come in from the outside and pay a compensat
ing tax of 2 Y~ cents and displace a bushel of com which. if 
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it came in in the form of corn, would have to pay 25 cents 
under the tariff act of 1930. 

What happens to all this blackstrap? It is made into 
ethyl alcohol and into neutral spirits and then some of it 
goes into the gin you drink and it goes into whisky that you 
drink. I sneaked over to the corner the other day and got 
a bottle of gin, I think for 89 cents. I just soaked the labels 
off and here they are. I hate to mention names, but I do 
not see how we are going to :fight this blackstrap lobby that 
has been operating in Washington for the last 7 or 8 years 
unless we drag the stark truth into the open: 

Cavalier distilled dry gin, distilled by Continental Distilling 
Corporation, Philadelphia, Pa. 

Here is the label on the back: 
Disttlled dry gin. Eighty-five proof. One pint. Distilled from 

100-percent cane products. 

That is the euphemistic way in which the Federal Alcohol 
Administratio~ permits them to say that this gin was 
manufactured entirely from blackstrap that came from 
Cuba and the offshore places. They used two and a half 
million gallons of blackstrap on the seaboard last year for 
gin. One hundred and forty-nine million gallons of alco
hol was made from blackstrap molasses. Twenty-four 
million gallons was tax paid, 18,000,000 gallons was dumped 
for rectification purposes, and, if you take out the small 
amount made from grain, the inevitable conclusion is that 
another 5,000,000 gallons of this blackstrap spirits were 
used in blended whisky or gin in the country. We have a 
very felicitous regulation down here under the tutelage of 
the Federal Alcohol Administration. It says that you can 
produce and label and sell whisky that is only 20-percent 
straight whisky made from corn and 80 percent of neutral 
spirits made from blackstrap molasses. When you buy a 
bottle of blended whisky at the liquor store, look at the 
bottle before you buy it and see what the legend is on the 
label, whether it is 20 percent of whisky made from domestic 
corn and perhaps 80 percent distilled from the stuff that 
comes from the islands in such great quantities. Are we 
going to stand by and see our corn farmers impaled as 
they have been with this kind of nonsense? Did we not 
go out in 1932 and 1933 and say, "0 Mr. Farmer, if you 
will get busy and support repeal of the eighteenth amend
ment we will take you up on the mountain and show you 
all the kingdoms of the earth; if you will just support repeal, 
we will expand the agricultural market for you." Yes; and 
have we done it? After repeal we permitted blackstrap to 
come in, with a tax of one-fifth of 1 cent per gallon to 
usurp 30,000,000 bushels of industrial outlet of the corn 
farmers of the country. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from 
lllinois has expired. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman 5 min
utes more. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield for a question? 

Mr. DffiKSEN. Just a moment. One other thing, to 
show you how serious this is. This is not a selfish matter, 
because they are processing blackstrap molasses in the very 
heart of the Cern Belt-in Peoria. Here is a decision that 
came from the Interstate Commerce Commission. Relief 
was asked from this Commission under the fourth section 
of the Interstate Commerce Act so that they could get a 
fair rate on blackstrap molasses from Gulf ports to Peoria 
and Pekin, Ill., and in the :findings, as a substantial part 
of that relief, the Solvents Corporation, in Peoria, Ill., 
stated in this application before the Interstate Commerce 
Commission that their average shipment of molasses into 
the very heart of the Com Belt was 30,000,000 gallons 
a year. Are you going to stand for that sort of thing? 
Do you know what corn is doing today? Thirty days ago 
December futures of com were 94: cents a bushel. Look at 
the newspaper tomorrow morning and you will see that 
December futures have gone down to 64 cents. Com has 
.dropped _30 · c~ts . a b~el in the last 30 ~ays. That is 

the reason the American Farm Bureau Federation and those 
interested in the corn farmer have been here before the com .. 
mittee and have been asking for farm legislation, because 
they saw this thing coming on. Are we going to stand by 
and talk about regimentation and control? Are we going 
to take some of the most fertile acres God ever put on 
this footstool out of cultivation and pay cash out of the 
Federal Treasury for doing it and then let blackstrap, 78% 
percent of the total imports coming from Cuba, usurp the 
market of the American farmer to the extent of 30,000,000 
bushels of corn? 

Can you not see the sheer poppycock of such a thing that 
will let 72 pounds of blackstrap come in and pay a duty of 
2% cents and then charge 25 cents a bushel before they can 
bring in a bushel of corn? I have distilleries operating in 
my town that are processing Argentine corn because of the 
short crop last year. For every bushel that goes through 
the still column they have to pay 25 cents a bushel in tariffs, 
yet in Philadelphia a-nd along the Atlantic seaboard they 
can process blackstrap into beverage alcohol that you pour 
down your throat or into industrial alcohol of the kind that 
you rub on your ankle when you bump yourself against a 
rocking chair at night, or the kind that you put in your 
radiator to keep it from freezing in the wintertime, at only 
2% cents for the equivalent amount. I say to you, is that 
fair to the corn farmer of the country? Is it not time we 
stripped the thing of all this hypocrisy and brought it into 
line. The thing to do is to change that compensating tax 
insofar as it applies to blackstrap, when used for distillation 
purposes and lay a charge of about 5% cents per pound of 
sugars. That is the equivalent of 25 cents a bushel on corn. 
Is that not fair? Is that not fair to the corn farmer of the 
country? I am going to offer that amendment when the 
time comes, and it seems to me that everybody in the Corn 
Belt ought to support an amendment of that kind, because 
the farmers out there are going to have a surplus problem on 
their hands just as soon as they get to husking and strip the 
husks off the corn. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Yes. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Is it not a fact that this blackstrap 

that comes in is a byproduct of foreign refineries? 
Mr. DffiKSEN. That is right. There is no question 

about that. 
I just want to make this clear. We are not concerned 

about molasses that comes from Louisiana, from Colorado, 
and elsewhere. Our feed manufacturers will use from sev
enty to one hundred million gallons a year to mix with 
chopped alfalfa and dry feed. Our domestic production of 
blackstrap is probably around 10,000,000 gallons. It is not 
enough. I am not kicking about it coming in for feeding 
purposes, because it is not a substitute for but rather a sup
plement to the cattle feed that we produce. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield. 
Mr. LUCAS. Members of the House should distinctly 

know that this amendment a1fecting blackstrap molasses 
does not affect the blackstrap that comes in for feeding 
purposes. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. No; it does not. It does not apply to 
blackstrap that comes in for feeding purposes whatsoever. 

Now, somebody said, "You will raise the price of com
mercial alcohol." Is it not fair if we put all distillers of 
the country on an even footing and make them start from 
scratch? Is that asking too much? 

The CHAIRMAN. The tlm.e of the gentleman has 
expired. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman 1 addi-
tional minute. 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield. 
Mr. DONDERO. Can the gentleman inform the Housa 

about how much per _gallon it will .raise the price of com-
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mercia! alcohol that goes into the manufacture of medicine 
and other commodities? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. In my judgment, it will be infinitesimal 
I do not know exactly, but it would not amount to a great 
deal. There was a time before 1910 when there was not· a 
gallon of alcohol made from blackstrap molasses. If we 
are going to have regimentation, if we are going to have 
control, if we are going to take 40,000,000 acres out of pro
duction and pay cash out of the Federal Treasury, does not 
consistency and common sense dictate that we utilize every 
portion of the American market before we venture too far 
afield in that direction? [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gntleman has again 
expired. 

Mr. NELSON. I yield the gentleman 2 additional min
utes. 

Mr. DONDERO. The manufacturers in my district are 
complaining bitterly over this Lucas amendment, claiming 
that the tax on alcohol will be raised from 3 to 7 cents a 
gallon. Can the gentleman inform the House whether or 
not he thinks that is correct? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. ~t us admit it does raise it that much. 
It simply puts everybody on the ·same level. The beverage 
distiller in the Com Belt, the distiller on the seaboard, the 
distiller at New Orleans, the distiller in California, and the 
manufacturer of industrial alcohol will all use com, all 
bought on the American market, so they start from scratch, 
without preferential treatment in favor of anybody: Is not 
that fair? Would it not be a good thing to give the 
American farmer a little encouragement, even though it will 
raise the price of industrial alcohol an infinitesimal amount? 
That is my answer to the gentleman. 

Mr. LUCAS. Am I correct in my understanding that if 
the amendment in question is adopted it will practically 
eliminate all importation of blackstrap molasses from foreign : 
countries? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I think it would and I think it should. 
Finally, it is fair. They sent in 33,000,000 bushels of com 
from the Argentine in 1935, some of which was unloaded 
from the boat at Baltimore, and they paid 25 cents a bushel 
tariff. Are you going to allow this molasses to come in for 
2%, cents, or approximately one-eleventh of what they charge 
on com at the present time? That is the question. 'nla.t is ' 
behind the amendment that I intend to offer. 

Mr. MAY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield. 
Mr. MAY. A man engaged in the feed business told me 

the other day he could buy com from the Argentine and 
shipped in here, 15 cents a. bushel cheaper than he can get 
it in America. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. It ha.S been consistently quoted in Gulf 
ports and as far north as Buffalo, 15 cents a. bushel cheaper 
than the American price. Are we going to run out on the 
American farmer with a 2,600,000,000-bushel crop in the 
offing, or will we say to him, "We will give you a break. We 
will put a quietus upon this tremendous importation of 
competitive blackstrap which robs you of your outlet for · 
30,000,000 bushels of com"? [Applause.] 

One word more, Mr. Chairma.n, about raising prices of alco
hol to help the farmer. Some years back we clipped 41 cents 
o:tr of each gold dollar under the Warren theory in order to 
raise prices. We passed a Silver Purchase Act, under which 
we are buying silver today and against which we are issuing 
silver certificates in order to raise prices. We passed the 
National Industrial Recovery Act, which raised prices. We 
passed the Agricultural Adjustment Act to raise prices. We 
passed the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act 
to raise prices. In the light of this studied legislative effort 
to raise prices is it asking too much to demand this relief in 
the face of a perpendicular drop of 30 cents a bushel in the 
price of corn because it may raise prices a few cents on alco
hol? Whatever rise in prices there might be it will uniformly 
apply to every industrial and beverage distiller in the land and 
gives preferential treatment to DO one. To the farmer i"t 

1 gives a 30,000,000-bushel industrial outlet that equals 10 per
cent of his entire industrial outlet now. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. NELSON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the 

gentleman from Nevada [Mr. SCRUGHAM]. 
Mr. SCRUGHAM. Mr. Chairman, we should not enact 

any legislation which deals unjustly with any part of our 
country. If we leave in this bill the provision which pro
hibits Hawaii and Puerto Rico from refining the sugar they 
grow, we will have established as a permanent part of our 
legislative policy the principle that we can by law favor one 
part of our country at the expense of another. 

I know a similar provision was contained in the Jones
Costigan Act. But it was put there largely as the result of 
the political influence of the eastern refiners. That was 
emergency legislation. This statute is in the nature of 
permanent legislation, and we should not commit this grave 
injustiee to our Territories. 

Great Britain long had the colonial policy of forcing her 
colonies to send their products to the mother country to be 
manufactured. That colonial policy ·was one of the causes 
of the American Revolution, and we adopted our Constitu
tion principally because of our desire to eliminate for all 
time trad-e barriers between different parts of our country. 

Questions as to labor and corporations have nothing to 
do with this legislation, and their introduction only serves 
to confuse the issues. Those questions can be handled on 
their own merits. But nothing justifies treating any part 
cf our country as a foreign nation and discriminating 
against it for the benefit of another part. 

We know It is cheaper to manufacture cotton in Alabama 
than it is in New England, but no one would suggest that 
we prohibit Alabama by law from spinning the cotton it 
grows in order that New England manufacturers might have 
a monopoly, 

The Secretary of the Interior, who has charge of Terri
tories, has taken a very clear and firm stand against such 
discrimination. I support his views heartily, and believe 
that it would be unjust and un-American to prevent sugar 
growers in our Territories from refining their own sugar. 

I stand with the Secretary of the Interior and the Terri
tories in this matter, and I think every Member who believes 
in fair play should do the same. 

These questions should be handled solely on their own 
merits. Nothing justifies treating any part of the country· 
as a. foreign nation and discriminating against it for an
other part. We know it is cheaper to manufacture cotton 
in Alabama than it is in New Engiand, but no one would 
suggest that we prohibit Alabama by law from spinning 
cotton that she grows, in order that the New England man
ufacturers could manufacture it. The Secretary of the In
terior, who has charge of the Territories, has taken a very 
clear and firm stand against this discrimination. I support 
his views heartily and believe it would be unjust and un
American to prevent sugar growers in the Territories from 
manufacturing in the Tenitories. 

[Here the gavel fell] 
Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the 

gentleman from Michigan fMr. HOFFMAN]. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Chairma.n, I ask unanimous consent 
to revise and extend my remarks and to include therein a. 
letter received today together with my reply thereto. -

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, it ~ so ordered. 
Th.ei-e was no objection. 
Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr . . Chainnan, under th-e terms of this 

bill, for which I expect to vote because I can get no better~ 
a farmer gives his boy 40 acres of land. The boy wants to 
grow beets_; he cannot do it unless someone in the Govern
ment or some department of the Government gives him 
permission by assigning ·to the father a quota. There is 
nothing to be gained by kicking about that now. We can 
take it and like it, s.nd tha.t is what I am doing. except I 
do :not like it. 
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But there is something that goes a little farther than 

that. I am wondering whether or not, if the old man hap
pened to have assigned to him a quota so that the boy 
could work on the home farm and grow beets, whether or 
not the. boy is going to be permitted to work? Assuming 
that the boy is 25 or 30 years of age, married, and has a 
kid or two, will the boy be permitted to work? He probably 
will want to know, especially if he is married and has those 
children. 

Why do I doubt it? Why do I ask that question? I will 
tell you why. I doubt it because of items such as appeared 
in this morning's Post. The gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
MAVERICK] had some pictures here one day of the Chicago 
riot. He had a part out of a series. Strange as it may 
seem, he showed us only a few. He did not show us the 
pictures which were taken by the photographer at Chicago 
which showed the inception of the riot, which showed the 
crowd surging down on the police, assaulting them with 
meathooks, stones, and clubs; no doubt he did not have 
them in his possession. 

Mr. VOORIITS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HOFFMAN. I Yield for a question. 
Mr. VOORIDS. But the gentleman from Texas showed 

all the pictures that he could obtain that were submitted to 
the La Follette committee. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. The gentleman sayg all that were sub
mitted to the La Follette committee? Why did not the 
La Follette committee produce the whole record? Why 
just a part? Why only that part which it thought would 
refiect on the police? I will lend the gentleman, because 
I have it in my possession. a part of the testimony taken 
at the coroner's inquest of a photographer and his helper 
where they gave testimony under oath as to taking those 
pictures and what they had. One of them was subpenaed 
as a witness before the La Follette committee. I am not 
accusing the gentleman from Texas of any bad faith at 
all, or of any lack of diligence. No doubt he was engaged 
in writing another book or preparing an historical lecture, 
or something of that kind, so I am not charging bad faith 
or anything of the kind. 

Mr. DOCKWEILER. Mr. Chairman, a point of order. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 
Mr. OOCKWETI..ER. It was my understanding that the 

rule provided that debate must be confined to the sugar 
bill. I would like to have some time to talk about the sugar 
bill, but I am unable to get it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The rule does provide that debate shall 
be confined to the bill. The gentleman from Michigan will 
proceed in order. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. And that is exactly what I am talking 
about, because I want to know whether the C. I. 0. is going 
to compel the farmer's boy to pay a $2 initiation fee and 
$1 a month before he can go out .into his own field or his 
dad's field and work. That is what I am trying to find out, 
and that is all I am trying to find out. 

Getting down now to pictures, in this morning's Wash
ington Post is the picture of a worker, Frank Dillon, who 
was beaten up by the C. L 0. The men in tll1s factory 
wanted to work; they had their own union, but the C. L 0. 
fellows went into the room where they had barricaded 
themselves, beat them up, and sent this fellow to the hospital 
Coercion? Intimidation? Violence? You join the C. L 0., 
the organization of the President's friend, Lewis, or you take 
a beating. Regimentation. Well, something more than 
that. That was in a Plymouth factory; that was in a fac
tory where there was one of those signed Wagner contracts 
under collective bargaining, a contract with U. A. W. A. 
forced upon Chrysler by Governor Murphy. 

That is one o! the methods used by C. L 0. to obtain 
members. 

How long are we going to stand it? I asked the majority 
leader the other day when I got the :floor: How long are the 
gentlemen from the South going to stand this kind of con
duct? Since that time the genUeman from Mississippi [Mr. 

RANKIN] on this floor told in part what happened to one of 
the factories in his community; how, by the C. I. 0., it was 
driven into bankruptcy. It is coming, this lawlessness, this 
intimidation, this coercion, this tribute collecting, to all of 
us; there is no question about it. I do not live in a great 
industrial district, just a little farming community, but we 
have a factory or two. 

Here is a letter I received today. It appears that H. W. 
Kleeb wa.s down there. He is one of the investigators for 
the National Labor Relations Board. Where did he go? 
He went there and stayed with the C. I. 0. fellows, who dine 
him; he has his meals there with them; he is entertained 
by them; he is s.ympathetic with their views; he gets his 
information from C. L 0. leaders, and then he goes to the 
attorney for the independent union and tells him that the 
union is a company union and that all the fellows connected 
with it are biased and prejudiced-after he has been wined
wait! They do not drink down there-after he has been 
dined and entertained by the C. L 0. boys. Then he finds 
fault with the other fellows because they have organized 
that kind of union. about which he doubtless knows little 
and cares less. 

Now, I say it is coming home to the farmer; it is coming 
to farm industry. 

This factory in Detroit, the Plymouth branch of Chrysler, 
employs 11,000 men. Doubtless, tomorrow there will be 
more. 

They have a contract in this factory and there have been 
thrown out of employment 11,000 men. Why? Because 
C. L 0. organizers beat workers, members of an independent 
union who will not desert the union of their choice and 
pay tribute to Lewis. 

Yet we sit here and submit. How long, 0 Lord, how long 
will we refuse to protect the man who wishes to work? 

Mr. Cha.innan, I have introduced two bills which would 
tend to remedy this disgraceful condition. Why can we not 
have a vote on those bills? One calls for the incorporation 
of unions, the placing of responsibility upon them; the other 
seeks to prohibit interstate transportation of strikers who 
would drive workers from their jobs. Why can we not give 
protection not only to the man who works in the factory but 
to the boy who works on the fann and the fellow who wants 
to grow beets, ancl to the men in the factories who want to 
make sugar? 

I wish my friend the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
HooK], who believes as I do on this matter of the sit-down 
strike, would some day gather his fellow Democrats around 
him and put through a measure which will guarantee pro
tection to those men who want to work, as thvse men want 
to work. 

We hear a lot about these fellows going out from the 
National Labor Relations Board. Read their proceedings 
and note the questions they ask. They see only the things 
they want to see and hear only the things they want w hear. 
Then they come in and an attorney sent out by theN. L. R. B. 
asks leading and suggestive questions and he gets the evi
dence he wants. 

I see my friend the distinguished lawyer from Illinois, 
the former judge advocate of the American Legion, the 
sometime, I hope, Senator from that State, smile. I do not 
blame him. 

They intimate that these hearings are judicial hearings. 
Some refer to the investigating board as a court. God save 
the mark. · 

The gentlemen who go out are inquisitors; they are par
tjsans; they have preconceived opinions and the so-called 
hearings which they hold would be ludicrous were it not 
for the tragic results. Their activities have put factories 
out of business, have driven industries from one place to 
another. Their actions indicate that they know little, if 
anything, about the subjects with which they are called 
upon to deal 

One of these investigating boards is what? I will tell you 
what it is. It is one of these judicial vending machines. 
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No, it is not a vending machine; it is a gambling machine. 
No, it is not a gambling machine, because there is no ele
ment of chance about it; because we know what is coming 
oat, and about that there is little, if any, uncertainty. It 
is an automatic vending machine, peddling opinions, not 
judicial. 

They send an investigator who gets the evidence. The 
attorney asks the questions and the examiner sits there 
and out pops a conviction against the man who is giving 
work to the men who have been employed in years gone by. 

The gentleman from Montana [Mr. O'CoNNELL] told you 
what a "scab" was <REcoRD of July 8, p. 6957). He said 
these fellows who went back to the plant were "scabs." Let 
me tell you there were 34,619 of them at Republic Steel and 
every one had worked months previously, some of them for 
years, in those factories, yet they were "scabs" according to 
the definition of the gentleman from Montana. In my judg
ment, they were honest, law-abiding American citizens, who 
wished to exercise their right to work. 

May I finish with this thought that I stressed a moment 
ago: Can we not sometime before this Congress is over con
sider legislation which prohibits men coming in from outside 
the States and paralyzing the industries of our communities? 
Is it not possible to consider such legislation? Is it not 
possible to require those who are drawing their millions from 
the pay checks of the workers to account for the money 
which they have received? Is it not possible to impose upon 
them some degree of responsibility for the havoc which they 
bring to the worker and the community, to the public at 
large? 

That is all I ask, and I say God grant that we can get 
some legislation of that kind before it is too late. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance of my time. 
r Applause.] 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the Dele
gate from Puerto Rico. 

Mr. IGLESIAS. Mr. Chairman, it seems to me this great 
Nation should not consider treating citizens of one part of 
the United States differently from the citizens of other parts 
of the United States. This great Congress should not permit 
Puerto Rico to receive different treatment from any other 
State or section of the Union, especially when the legislation 
pertains entirely to business and nothing else. The human 
side of the problem concerning sugar has not been entirely 
incorporated in the bill. It does not involve actually the 
question of labor, the treatment of labor, and the conditions 
under which people work in the various areas in which sugar 
is produced. 

May I say to my brothers in the great American Federa
tion of Labor that this bill, it seems to me, has nothing to 
do with the relations between capital and labor. Labor had 
to organize to fight the barons and the exploiters of labor 
everywhere-in Puerto Rico, in Hawaii, as well as in every 
part of this great Union. 

Much has been said about the commercial aspect of this 
bill and the benefits obtained from buying goods. May I say 
to the Members of the House that Puerto Rico spends over 
two-thirds of the money it receives from this industry in the 
United States. We buy from the farmers and from the 
industries in the United States goods to the extent of $110,-
000,000 every year. So far as the Pan American nations are 
concerned, Puerto Rico ranks first in purchasing goods from 
the United States. There is only one exception and that is 
Canada. Puerto Rico, as I stated, is the largest buyer. Let 
us take rice, for instance. We buy more rice from Louisiana 
than any other country in the world. We also buy cotton, we 
buy meats, and we buy everything that is needed for the sus
tenance of the people of Puerto Rico. 

[Here the gavel fell.J 
Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman 3 addi

tional minutes. 
Mr. IGLESIAS. Mr. Chairman, I am sorry I cannot dis

cuss this great question at length on behalf of the people 
of Puerto Rico. I understand well the position of the b~ 

sugar people and the big cane-sugar producers of Louisiana 
and Florida. I also understand perfectly what is the in
tention of the big refinery corporations. As a matter of fact 
the provisions in this bill protecting the corporations so far 
as the refining of sugar is concerned are a very nice thing 
for them, but I do not believe the wage earners and workers 
in the industry will benefit unless they fight against the 
exploiters, and may I say the exploiters in the United States, 
in Puerto Rico, and in Hawaii all fall in the same class. As 
a matter of fact, it is a fight between groups of capitalists. 

There are located in Puerto Rico 35 sugar factories and 
3 or 4 of them, the biggest ones, belong to people in New 
York, Massachusetts, and other places in this country. The 
same is true perhaps of Hawaii. The result of this fight, I 
am afraid, will be the crushing of the masses of the people 
of Puerto Rico. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask the Congress to be fair with Puerto 
Rico and treat us as a part of this Nation. We ask you to 
treat us as a part of this great family, without discrtinina
tion. Puerto Rico is willing to pay all of its obligations and 
we are anxious to enter into the family. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. IGLESIAS. As a part of my remarks, I would like to 

incorporate two letters, as follows: 
AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR, 

Hon. SANTIAGo IGLESIAS, 
Washington, D. C., July 13, 1937. 

House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 
DEAR MR. IGLESIAS: I will be pleased to speak to Marvin Jones 

and put in a. good word for Puerto Rico relating to the importation 
of refined sugar into the United States from Puerto Rico, as you 
suggested in your letter dated June 25. 

It has ever been our purpose and desire to help and · assist 
Puerto Rico and the Puerto Rican people. I can clearly dis
tinguish the difference between the treatment which should be 
accorded the people of Puerto Rico and favor of them and against 
Cuba and other countries not a part of the United States 
Government. 

Be assured that I will do all I can to be helpful. 
Sincerely yours, 

WILLIAM GREEN, 
President, American Federation of Labor. 

SAN JUAN, P.R., August 1, 1937. 
Han. SANTIAGO IGLESIAS, 

Resident Commissioner, Puerto Rico, 
Washington. D. C. 

DEAR MR. CoMMISSIONER: The American Legion, Department of 
Puerto Rico, representing 18,000 World War veterans, are definitely 
opposed to the discriminations contained in H. R. 7667, which so 
materially affects the economic condition of 1,800,000 American 
citizens in Puerto Rico. 

This discrimination is 1n complete violation of all American 
policies toward the people of Puerto Rico and is against all basic 
American principles. 

We sincerely hope such discriminations as this will be elimi
nated from all legislation affecting the people of Puerto Rico. 

Very truly yours, 
JUAN LASTRA CHARRIEZ, 

Department Commander, the American Legion. 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. Chairman, I Yield 7 minutes to the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. McCoRMACK]. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, the bill under con
sideration carries in its title the words "to protect the wel
fare of consumers of sugars and of those engaged in the 
domestic sugar-producing industry." This is one of the pur
poses of the bill. The main fight will come on the question 
of whether or not paragraphs (a) a.nd (b) of section 207. 
appearing on page 14 of the bill, will be eliminated there
from. Section (a) confines the refined sugar production of 
Hawaii to not more than 29,616 short tons, and of Puerto 
Rico to not more than 126,033 short tons. 

We are not confronted here with a theoretical question: 
we are confronted with a very practical problem. If we were 
considering purely an academic question the arguments of 
the Delegate from Puerto Rico [Mr. IGLEsiAs] and the Dele
gate from Hawaii [Mr. KING] would be worthy of some con
sideration, but when we look at this from the angle which 
presents itself to us, we cannot escape drawing the conclu
sion that we have been very, very fair to both Puerto Rico 
and Hawaii. It must be remembered that they are selling 
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sugar on the American market at nearly double the price 
they could get on the world market. The only reason they 
are able to sell their sugar on the American market at nearly 
double the price they could get for sugar on the world market 
is that we passed a quota law necessary because our domestic 
beet- and cane-sugar producers needed quota protection in 
order to obtain for them a fair return on the money they 
have invested. 

Our producers cannot compete with the producers of Cuba, 
Puerto Rico, or Hawaii, for the costs of production of our pro
ducers are higher than the costs of production in these 
islands. True, the islands are a component part of the 
United States, but we must look at many problems from a 
practical angle as we have on many occasions. When we 
do, we must apply the rule of justice in a practical way, and 
we have done so in this case. The farmers of the United 
States must spend more money for their help than do the 
producers in Puerto Rico and Hawaii. They also have to 
pay more for their help than the producers of CUba. The 
employees of our refineries receive - substantially higher 
wages than the employees of the refineries of Cuba, and what 
few refineries there are in Hawaii and in Puerto Rico. 
· Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I am pleased to yield to the gentle
man from New York. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I understood the gentleman to state 
that Hawaii is a component part of the United states, but 
nevertheless continental United States must look after it
self, or words to that effect. 

Mr. McCORMACK. No; not look after itself. I said 
there are certain times when we must be practical and 
apply the rule of practical justice to the circumstances 
which confront us. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Am I stretching the gentleman's 
theory a little too far if I suggest that upon his theory the 
gentleman might be called upon some day to support a 
measure which would place a quota upon the production of 
cotton goods in South Carolina? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I do not see the relationship of the 
gentleman's question to the matter under consideration to
day. The gentleman is entering the realm of pure specula
tion, which is a realm the gentleman from New York veri, 
very seldom enters. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. It is a very practical question I have 
posed to the gentleman. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I do not see the relationship. The 
question is academic and speculative. I respect the fact 
the gentleman believes the question is practical if he asks 
it, but on this occasion I disagree with the gentleman. 

Returning briefly to the bill, we must keep in mind that 
the commerce of the islands is in raw sugar, not refined 
sugar . . we must keep in mind the fact that the American 
consumers pay a substantial sum in order that the quota 
law may be carried into operation. 

It must also be kept in mind that we are dealing with a 
purely continental question. The consumers of sugar live 
i.n the United States. The people in Hawaii and Puerto Rico 
produce far more sugar than they consume. They consume 
very little-small in proportion to their production. It must 
be borne in mind that as a result of the quota law the 
people of Puerto Rico and Hawaii receive many millions of 
dollars-from $30,000,000 to $40,000,000 a year-more than 
they would receive if they were selling their sugar at the 
world market price. 

Looking at it from a practical angle, realizing that this bill 
is necessary for the protection of our cane- and beet-sugar 
producers, it is only fair, reasonable, and proper that the 
refining activities of the sugar business and the interest of 
thousands of employees· should be also protected. 

We must also realize that the employees of the refineries 
of continental United States receive much higher wages 
than are paid in these islands, and by "islands" I also in
clude Cuba. In Boston men · are paid, so I am informed, 
from 65 cents per hour to $1.05 per hour, with time and 

one-half for overtime, and double time for Sundays and 
holidays. I understand women are paid about 45 cents an 
hour. Compare this with wages of from 60 cents to $2 a 
day on the islands. Hours of labor are different than in 
the islands, employees in the islands being employed longer 
hours than here. To pass a bill without protecting the in
terests of the American refineries and their workers would 
be destructive and disastrous. I am fighting for the em
ployees of the refineries of continental United States. I 
am fighting to preserve for them the happiness that they 
now possess. I am fighting for their rights. It must be 
borne in mind that the refined limits placed upon Puerto 
Rico and Hawaii constitutes the limit that these islands 
have ever refined. Under the bill each island is permitted 
to bring into the United States about 900,000 tons of sugar, 
of which, in the case of Hawaii, 29,616 tons is refined, and 
in the case of Puerto Rico, 126,033 tons is refined. We are 
giving to these islands the limit of production in raw sugar, 
the largest amount they ever produced, and the same in the 
case of · refined sugar. Being confronted with a practical 
problem, we have treated them as fairly as they could pos
sibly expect. ·we are freezing the production of raw sugar 
here and abroad, and we are justified, in order that the re
fineries of America and their workers might be protected, 
in freezing the amount ~refined sugar of these islands. 
The producers-of these islands are receiving millions of dol
lars more on the sale of their sugar here than they would 
receive if they were subjected to the world market price. 
They want that, but they do not want our continental re
finers to be given practical consideration and protection. 
' They talk · practical col!Siderations in -applYing a quota 
on the production and sale of sugar, but when it comes to 
the refining of sugar they talk theory. They want every
thing. In this respect their position is not only weak but 
unfair. They charge discrimination. If the Jones amend
ment is adopted, the refiners and their workers will be the 
ones that will be discriminated against. Business and capi
tal investment will be ultimately destroyed, and thousands 
of persons employed at the present time will be thrown out 
of work. 

If the House accepts the proposed amendment, it will 
mean the ultimate destruction of this great industry which 
gives employment to about 16,000 persons at the present 
time in continental United States, and indirectly to many 
thousands of others. In my city, Boston, it will mean the 
destruction of a century-old industry with a pay roll well 
over $2,000,000 a year and which spends $2,000,000 annu
ally for materials and supplies and pays local taxes of 
nearly $500,000 a year. The sum total of wages, supplies, 
freight, advertising, and other expenses adds about $38,-
000,000 per year to New England's pur:::hasing power. The 
same applies to other sections of the country where refin
eries exist. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope that when the amendment to strike 
out paragraphs (a) and (b) of section 207 is offered it will 
be defeated. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.l 
Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 10 minutes. 
Mr. Chairman, this bill is, of course, a continuation of 

the type of sugar legislation which was initiated when we 
passed the Jones-Costigan Act 3 years ago. There may be 
some differences of opinion regarding whether the quota 
system or the tariff system is the best method of protect
ing the American producer of sugar, but today we have no 
choice ·in that regard. We have before us only the question 
of accepting a bill which puts into effect the quota system. 

The committee has worked for many months over this 
measure, and I am sure everyone here who is interested 
in the domestic-sugar industry is grateful to the chairman 
of the Committee on Agriculture for his patience and his 
efforts to help work out what is a very controversial ques
tion. Without his efforts, I feel sure we would not be con
sidering this measure today. I am not in entire agreement 
with all itS provisions. I expect to support some amend
ments which will be offered, but in general this bill does 
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afford protection to the producer of sugar in the United 
States and at the same time, I believe, adequately protects 
the consumer. 

Theoretically, I am opposed to any restriction upon the 
production of sugar in the United States. For that reason 
I would prefer to approach this question from the stand
point of a tariff rather than of a quota system. As I see it, 
you cannot have a quota system without imposing domestic 
as well as foreign quotas. Under a tariff adequately pro
tecting the industry, however, it would not be necessary 
to put any restrictions on domestic production. 

However, as I said a few moments ago, we do not have 
that question before us today. It is a question of taking 
this bill or getting nothing. 

Now, there are some controversial questions which the 
House must decide in the course of the consideration of this 
legislation, and as has been indicated by previous speakers, 
the. most controversial of these matters is that of whether 
or not there shall be a limitation upon the quota of direct
consumption sugar from Hawaii and Puerto Rico. I have 
heard all the arguments on bot~ sides of this question. I 
have learned them all by heart and can .repeat them for
wards . or backwards and there is, of course, something to be 
said on both sides of the matter. 

The able gentleman from Colorado [Mr. CUMMINGS] is 
undoubtedly the best informed Member of this House on the 
question of beet sugar . . We all accord him. that honor. He 
is entitled to the thanks of every p:r:oducer of sugar beets in 
the United States for his effective and untiring work on this 
legislation. He said a while ago in the course of his remarks 
that it did not make a bit of difference to the producer of 
beets what position the House took on this question of re
moving quota restrictions upon direct-consumption . sugar 
from these two areas, and I agree with him on that propo
sition. 

May I say further what" he did not say, that there is -I_l.O 
community of interest today between the producers of sugar 
in this country, either cane or beet, and the refiners along 
the Atlantic coast. There is no community of interest today 
and there has never been any community of interest. As 
a matter of fact, up until the time of the original Jones
Costigan Act, the domestic refiners did everything they could 
to destroy the domestic beet industry. For 40 years they 
tried their best to put the beet producers of this country out 
of business. Not only did they oppose every ·effort to protect 
beet sugar by tariffs and other beneficial legislation but by 
the most unfair and misleading propaganda they built up a 
prejudice against beet sugar which exists to this day. As a 
result of that prejudice beet sugar sells on the market at a 
discount of 15 to 20 cents per hundred less than cane al
though its qualities and composition are identical. Yet in 
spite of that record they have the colossal nerve ·to ask the 
producers of beet sugar to assist them in getting legislation 
to which they are not entitled and which they could never 
get on its merits or rather lack of merits. The-y are today 
asking beet producers to support a provision in the bill which 
we all know will result in a veto and no legislation. In other 
words they are playing the beet producers for a bunch of 
suckers. 

They are asking for what amounts to an embargo on 
refined sugar from one part" of our Nation on the claim of 
unfair competition, when as a matter of fact they have 
never been able to even make out a case for tariff protection 
against foreign tropical countries. 

Now, what are the facts in this connection? A great deal 
has been said here today about the difference in cost of 
refining between the tropical countries and the United 
States. A great deal has been said about the item of labor, 
as if that were involved in this question. Let us look at the 
facts insofar as labor is concerned. There are less than 
14,000 men employed in the refining of cane sugar in this 
country and the average annual wage is a little over $1,000 
per year, according to the Bureau of the Census. If Ha wail 
and Puerto Rico were permitted to import into tbis country 
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in a refined state all the quota they are given under this 
bill, they would bring in 1,736,000 tons of refined sugar. At 
present they can bring in 155,000 tons so the net increase 
if all the quota were refined would be 1,581,000 tons. That 
is a decrease of approximately a third so in terms of labor 
this could not possibly mean the displacement of more than 
three or four thousand of the employees who are engaged 
in this industry today. This is the size of the labor problem 
involved. 

There is no industry in this country in which a smaller 
proportion of the volume of business goes to labor than the 
business of sugar refining. In the hearings on this bill, at 
page 308, there was submitted a table compiled by Messrs. 
Weingarten & Co., of New York, a brokerage house in that 
city, compiled for the purpose of showing the varying im
pact of social-security taxes which would fall upon different 
classes of business and, of course, the class of business whose 
labor costs were the smallest would· have· the smallest bur
den to carry in that respect. In this table it is shown that 
only 3.8 percent of the volume of sugar goes to labor, while 
the percentage in other industries is much larger, for in
stance, in meat packing it is 6.8 percent, automobile manu
facturing 10- percent, department stores 17.8 percent, and 
railroads 50.2 percent. So there is no industry in this 
country where the item of labor is of any less consequence 
than it is in the matter of sugar refining. 

Mr. BUCK. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HOPE. Not at this time. 
[Here the gavel fell.J 
Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 5 additional 

minutes . . Now, let us proceed to a discussion of the question 
as to whether tropical refining is cheaper than refining on 
the mainland. The facts that have been brought out at 
various hearings before the Tariff Commission very clearly 
show that the cost of refining in the Tropics is just as high 
as it is in this country. 

Mr: MANSFIELD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. HOPE. In just a moment. 
When the Tariff Act of 1930 was under consideration, the 

very, ·very terrible Smoot-Hawley Act, as I have heard it. 
called so many times on the other side of the aisle, the 
sugar refiners in this country were unable to make out a 
case before a Republican-controlled Ways and Means Com
mittee of the House or a Republican-controlled Finance 
Committee of the Senate. They were unable to make out a 
case and show that the importation of refined sugar should 
have any greater protection than raw sugar. 

In other words, the Commission found that the cost of 
refining in the Tropics, particularly in Cuba-and it is sub
stantially the same in Hawaii and Puerto Rico-is practically 
the same as in this country. The refiners were not satis
fied with that. In 1931 they went before the Republican .. 
controlled Tariff Commission, a bipartisan commission it is 
true, under a Republican administration, and asked for an 
increase in the duty on refined sugar upon the ground that 
it costs more to refine sugar in this country than in the 
Tropics, and here is what the Tariff Commission found, as 
announced on July 11, 1932: 

That the dtll'erence between domestic and foreign costs of 
refining is not such as to justify the Commission in specifying 
either an increase or a. decrease 1n the rate o:r duty on refined 
sugar, or at least until after the Commission has finished the 
complete sugar investigation. Any change in the rate of duty 
which might result from the present refined sugar investigation 
would not be sumcient either to increase or decrease materially 
the imports of refined sugar from Cuba or the amount of labor 
employed in the domestic refineries. 

The refiners were not satisfied with that decision, and 
in 1934 they again brought the matter up before the Tariff 
Commission operating under this administration, and asked 
for an increase in the rate on refined sugar. The Tariff 
Commission at that time held and reported to the Presi
dent on January 22, 1934, that no change was warranted 
in the tariff ditferential as between raw and refined sugar. 
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Nothing appeared In the hearings, as I recall it, that in 

any way contradicted those findings of a great fact-finding 
body whose word is accepted as final on matters affecting 
the tariff. I yield to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. Chairman, insofar as tariff pro
tection is concerned, is it not a fact that Hawaii and 
Puerto Rico share in tariff benefits, if any, to the same 
extent as the continental producer? 

Mr. HOPE. They do. They share in these tariff benefits 
because they are a part of the United States, and for 
that reason they are entitled to have the same consideration 
in this bill to which every other part of the United States 
is entitled. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from 
Kansas has expired. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. KLEBERGl. 

Mr. KLEBERG. Mr. Chairman, because my time is lim
ited to 5 minutes, I ask that I be not called upon to yield. 
I have listened with a great deal of interest to my colleague 
on the committee, the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. HoPE], 
in his remarks on the floor this afternoon, and to his state
ment that under this bill Hawaii and Puerto Rico are dis
criminated against, they are not treated as citizens of the 
United States, under the same flag. The interesting feature 
that occurs to me is that apparently my colleague, despite his 
long attendance at the hearings before this committee, has 
overshot the mark, as have those others of the committee 
who may agree with him, in the statement that this bill 
constitutes unfair discriminatory restrictions against the two 
insular possessions. 

The quotas provided in this bill lie with equal force on 
all continental United States and on the entire domestic 
area producing sugar. Efforts were made by the committee 
to listen to every side, and to bring about the fairest adjust
ment under a quota system possible, as the only efficient 
means of stabilizing and retaining a market strong enough 
to permit both the continental and the insular sugar pro
ducer to enjoy remunerative prices above the world market 
price for sugar. · 

It is an interesting commentary that the great States of 
New York and Texas were producing beets at one time, and 
Texas both beets and sugarcane, and it is interesting also to 
now find that under this bill they are not permitted tore
sume that activity, and then hear the claim that the bill 
discriminates against Hawaii and Puerto Rico to a greater 
extent than it does against the great States of this Union. 

I shall not have time in the brief period assigned to me 
to go into a discussion of this bill, but I do ask the members 
of the committee who have shown enough interest to sit 
here throughout this debate to at least read the extension 
of my remarks in the RECORD tomorrow. There are two 
very pertinent questions to be considered by the House when 
it comes finally to vote on the proposed amendments to be 
offered to the bill which came out of the committee. As a 
member of a great legislative committee of the House, and 
on which I am proud to serve, I am fully cognizant of the 
deliberate, painstaking care with which the committee went 
into all of the questions raised with reference to the legis
lation, which, in my opinion, at least so far as my 10 years' 
experience goes, is the most controversial of any this body 
has been called upon to consider. 

I find it passing strange that here at this late hour in the 
session, after the bill has been reported from the committee 
following literally months of hearings, during which time 
every possible angle was given consideration, that the depart
ments of the administrative branch, who have raised this 
question now in opposition to the deliberate result of that 
committee's best efforts, have brought about a situation 
where now at the close of Congress, in a comparatively few 
moments, they put the issue squarely before us, only after a 
hard fight to even get the sugar bill before the Congress. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman from 

Texas 2 additional minutes. 
Mr. KLEBERG. I stand before you now not only as a 

member of the legislative committee but a Member of the 

body to which all of you belong and a part of the Govern
ment of the United States in its three great branches. We 
represent the legislative branch of this Government. All 
of the departments are coordinate and they have the united 
purpose of serving the people of the United States. But 
there is nothing I can find in the general picture which 
entitles us to have at least the feeling of having received 
proper consideration when, added to the fact that we had 
to bring this bill out after a fight, we now find ourselves 
faced with the fact that the Chief Executive proposes to veto 
this measure. Everyone here knows that the President has 
the veto power. It was, therefore, not necessary for that to 
be announced, but it seems strange that we should have 
presented to us premature notice of his action in connection 
with this piece of legislation. 

It is true he has had departmental advice, but it is not 
true that the departments who advised him or those who 
conferred with those departments gave the painstaking care 
to a study of this question and this particular legislation 
which the Committee on Agriculture has given. As a Mem
ber of this House, out of respect for preserving its integrity, 
it is my purpose, having voted in the committee to report 
this bill out as it is now presented, to support the well
considered determination to which I arrived and the con
clusion reached by the committee, with the exception of 
one member, who did not vote on the bill at that time. I 
speak with no ire and no choler. I speak, however, with a 
great solemnity of purpose that makes it seem to me of 
transcendent importance that if in the future the repre
sentative branch of this Government is going to function 
effectively for the interest of those they represent, we on 
this occasion should take our position firmly and squarely, 

· as we would under less troublesome circumstances, and 
come to our own conclusion and stand by our guns. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, with full respect for the President 
of the United States .and for the great responsibilities which 
rest upon his shoulders, may I state that I firmly believe 
that good government under our form of government entails 
a proper coordination between the three branches--execu
tive, legislative, and judicial. Nothing in my remarks should 
be construed as a break between the President of the 
United States and myself, a servant and representative of 
the people whom I represent in my congressional district 
in the State of Texas and my fellow citizens at large in 
the United States of America, including Puerto Rico and 
the Territory of Hawaii; but, Mr. Chairman and fellow 
members of the committee, I do not want to be understood 
in any other than the true light of my earnest conviction 
which finds me involved in an utter disagreement with the 
President of the United States and the departments which 
oppose the House Committee on Agriculture's final con
clusions as represented in this bill with the restrictions on 
the importation of refined sugar from Puerto Rico and 
Hawaii as set out in the bill under consideration. 

I have every desire as a Democrat and as a citizen of the 
United States to see a successful administration of our Gov
ernment in its executive branch by our Democratic President. 
I have an equally high desire to see the legislative !unction 
.successfully performed by a Democratic Congress, and be .. 
cause of that, and for no other reason, I find myself in com
plete disagreement with the departments and the President 
with reference both to their desire to strike out of the bill 
the restrictions on direct-consumption sugar applicable to 
Puerto Rico and Hawaii and the means used to accomplish 
that end on Representatives in the Congress. At best, Mr. 
Chairman, it is difficult for me to go along with the continu
ation of the rigid application of quotas to domestic producing 
areas. 

Mr. Chairman, permit me to say at this juncture that the 
most difficult situation in which I find myself is that of being 
in opposition to an amendment which will be offered by my 
admired, dear, and long-time friend, MARVIN JoNEs, chair
man of the House Committee on Agriculture. I deeply 
esteem him and hope he win be tolerant with me in that. 
I am sure he knows that divergent viewPOints between us, 
however vehement we might become in debate, will in no wise 
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abrogate or mar either the friendship or admiration I have 
for him. Tile statement made by the distinguished gentle
man, my good friend from Kansas, CLIFFORD HoPE, that no 
damage would be done by removal of the restrictive provi
sions of the bill under controversy leads me to believe that 
he has made little study of the real facts with reference to 
the United States cane-sugar-refining industry. 

This industry is now operating at less than 65 percent 
capacity. Tile average melt of the 3 years under the Sugar 
Control Act, 1934-36, was 63 percent-4,402,000 tons. The 
year 1936 was 64 percent-4,515,000 tons. 

This is much less than the refiners' production of earlier 
years. In 1925 the melt was 5,748,000 tons, and in no year 
until after 1930 did it fall below 5,000,000 tons. The gentle
man from Kansas suggested that if the restrictions were 
removed from Puerto Rico and Hawaii it would merely mean 
the importation of a small amount in excess of 1,800,000 tons 
of cane sugar for direct consumption. I hope my friend 
will take his pencil and subtract that sum from the 4,515,000 
tons refined in 1936. No industry operating at as high costs 
and under such burden of fixed charges can withstand s~ch 
a terrific competitive loss. 

Tile chief factors bringing about the reduction which has 
occurred in continental refiners' production have been in
creased imports of refined sugar from insUlar areas, such as 
Cuba, together with American insular areas. In addition, 
but minor in effect, were the rise and effect of tariff-protected 
sugar and the vanishing of export demand for refined sugar. 

The reasons behind these factors include lower labor 
charges and fixed charges in the insular areas; after 1930, 
the tariff differential between refined and raw sugar, which 
tended to promote offshore refining. Added to these, the 
general decline in farm prices and demand for farm produce, 
tending to turn farmers from other production to sugar 
beets, increasing economic nationalism, rising trade barriers, 
and the depression reduced incomes, which seriously affected 
consumption. The large capacity of the seaboard refiner 
was developed by the exigencies of the World War. The 
successive reduction in output left a smaller number of units 
over which the tremendous overhead could be spread. This 
has successively tended to increase the refining cost per unit 
and thereby lessens the ability of the continental industry to 
meet competition of its rival in the American refined-sugar 
market. 

I hold, Mr. Chairman, that the destruction of the conti
nental market for cane sugar is the only objective to be 
obtained by voting up the amendment to be offered by my 
distinguished and highly esteemed friend, the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. JoNEs]. Cane-sugar producers in the con
tinental United States have their only market for the raw 
product in the refining industry, inasmuch as we do not 
consume raw sugar. 

The main argument advanced by those who insist upon 
the removal of refined-sugar quotas for Hawaii and Puerto 
Rico is that they demand equality of treatment under the 
flag. They argue that, inasmuch as there are no trade bar
riers between individual States on the processing of their 
respective products for marketing elsewhere, that there 
should be none for the refining of sugar in Hawaii and 
Puerto Rico for marketing in continental United States. I 
resist the theoretical phase of such an argument which 
wholly ignores the objective of the quota system or what, in 
fact, the quota system is. 

This quota legislation does not seek the establishment of 
a political status, nor does it raise racial or citizenship ques
tions, but deals wholly and solely with an economical prob
lem in an effort to solve it on an economically fair basis. 
Its very es~ence is the stabilization of the industry, together 
with those markets through limitations of both production 
and processing. It makes allocations by production limita
tion to each area which supplies the continental market. .AJ:. 
a starting point, it must inevitably take the entire industry 
as it existed in 1934 as a basis for a beginning. So the 
establishment of the quota system and perforce limitation 
of expansion of groups or elements therein woUld conform 
to economic law and fair dealing. 

The limitation of expansion is applied in the case of 
Puerto Rico and Hawaii on the fairest possible basis, that of 
taking the highest peak of the refined sugar processed in 
Hawaii and Puerto Rico, both prior to the enactment of the 
law of 1934 as the limit set up in this bill. 

Regarding conditions extant in 1934, the restrictions on 
Hawaii and Puerto Rico will bear honest comparison with 
those levied on the States of the Union; and I submit, Mr. 
Chairman, that they are far less severe. I again call atten
tion, by example, to my State, Texas, which formerly pro
duced both sugar beets and sugarcane, not now allowed 
under the quota to reenter that field of produce. Massa
chusetts and New York once grew beets to make sugar, and 
they are likewise barred to reenter that industry. The quota 
system merely pegs the industry with a few minor read
justments to its status of 1934. This is done on the equit
able plan which permits no area or factor in the industry to 
use the profits and benefits under the quota system to 
destroy or injure the business of any other area or group. 
The question does not resolve itself, Mr. Chairman, as to 
whether all areas or groups under the bill are treated by 
identical formulas but rather taking into consideration the 
objective of obtaining for each area an equitable and eco
nomical result after consideration of all of the circumstances 
in the composite picture. 

If the restrictions are removed on Hawaii and Puerto Rico 
as to direct consumption sugar, the underlying and essential 
principle of the entire quota system will be disrupted and 
violated. If that is done these two islands will be given a 
tremendously preferential right over the continental refin
ing industry, which, in my opinion, will finally destroy it, and 
with it the market to which continental producers must go 
with their product. This because the quota system denies 
continental refiners from obtaining their material elsewhere. 
Tile quota plan permits these insular American citizens to 
ship to the continental market the maximum amount they 
have ever shipped prior to 1934, but, on the other hand, it 
restricts the volume of continental refining to a figure tanta
mount to 60 percent of their capacity and far below their 
performance over a long period of years. 

Tile applied principle is identical. Tile discrimination or 
inequality, if any, when final results are reviewed, is against 
continental refining and not in its favor and is far more fair 
and reasonable to Hawaii and Puerto Rico. They at least 
are not required to cut down nor are they caused to do so 
from their previous performance. They were merely pre
cluded from expansion of their shipments to the continent. 

In exchange for this restrictive provision, if there should 
be involved a sacrifice on the part of Puerto Rico and Hawaii 
because of the limitation on the quantity of raw sugar which 
they produce to a reasonable figure based on past perform
ance, these islands are receiving subsidies from the people 
of the continent amounting to around $1,000,000 annually. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, no State in the Union in 
continental United States receives comparable benefits under 
the operation of the Sugar Act. No other sector of the en
tire sugar industry enjoys greater prosperity than do Puerto 
Rico and Hawaii. It seems unreasonable to cry discrimina
tion when the measure before us simply provides that they 
are not to use that prosperity, paid for by American con
sumers under the quota system, to destroy the old-established 
continental refining industry which constitutes the only mar
ket which the continental producers of cane sugar have. 
This, Mr. Chairman, would be more than discrimination. It 
would be grossest inequity tantamount to malpractice. I do 
not propose to go into recriminations or the criticisms which 
inevitably rear the ugly head of sectionalism. On the con
trary, I have attempted with great solemnity of purpose to 
present the picture developed in my mind after long and ex
haustive hearings before the House Committee on AgTicul
ture, of which I am a member. 

Mr. Chairman, these are my conclusions, and upon them 
I will cast my vote and because of them I make this plea. 
[Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] . 
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Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the 

gentleman from Michigan [Mr. WooDRUFF]. 
Mr. WOODRUFF. Mr. Chairman, I approach a discus

sion of the merits of this bill this afternoon with a little 
hesitation because of the limited time at my disposal. You 
Members who have served for any number of years realize 
that I have arisen in my place in this House on many 
occasions to defend the American sugar industry and to do 
whatever I could to bring about its ever-increasing develop
ment. 

Something has been said by the previous speakers about 
the discrimination that is supposed to exist in this bill 
against certain producers in our island possessions. I would 
like to discuss that particular phase of the question for a 
moment. The gentleman from Hawaii [Mr. KINaJ, a gentle
man of great ability for whom I have the greatest respect 
and no little affection, made the plea that the people whom 
he represents were being discriminated against in the com
mittee bill. Now, let us see about that. The gentleman 
bases his opinion upon the fact that certain restrictions upon 
the development of the sugar industry in Hawaii are carried 
in this bill. The gentleman entirely overlooks the fact that 
every element of the sugar industry, either in continental 
United States or in our island possessions, regardless of 
what that element is, is also restricted in this bill and has 
been restricted in its development and in operations, since 
this administration put upon the statute books the first 
sugar-control bill. 

Mr. Chairman, when the present administration took over 
the management of the governmental affairs of this country 
there existed in my home city three large beet-sugar refining 
plants. The beets which those plants refined were grown 
by the farmers of my district within a radius of 20 miles of 
those plants. The first sugar-control bill, Mr. Chairman, 
resulted in the closing and dismantling of one of those 
plants. More recent legislation and the announcement of 
policy upon the part of the administration this year resulted 
in the closing of another one of those plants, and today in 
my city there is but one refining plant still in operation. I 
should say if there has been discrimination against any 
element of the sugar industry anywhere under the American 
flag it has been directed against the industry of the mainland. 

I call the attention of the gentleman from Hawaii to the 
fact that this bill does not in any way provide for a reduc
tion of any of the sugar activities in those islands. It still 
permits Hawaii to refine 29,000 tons of sugar each year, and 
they are still permitted the same quota of raw sugar pro
duction which they had last year. There is no discrimina
tion in the bill as it is now written against either Hawaii or 
Puerto Rico. It seems to me, Mr. Chairman, that if there 
is disc-rimination in anything proposed in the bill or pro
posed by others which is not now in the bill, it will be found 
in the amendment to be offered to the bill by the chairman 
of the committee, the gentleman from Texas [Mr. JoNEs], 
a gentleman for whom I have more than a great respect, 
a gentleman who has always dealt fairly with the domestic 
sugar industry so far as he could, and who will in the years 
to come be known as one of the great chairmen of this great 
committee. He will-I assume upon request-offer an 
amendment which does provide for a discrimination, but it 
Is not a discrimination against the sugar activities or sugar 
industries of either Puerto Rico or Hawaii. 

Mr. Chairman, we have something more than 14,000 
American citizens working in the great cane-sugar refining 
plants located in continental United States, in which many 
thousands of our American people have invested their sav
ings. The employees in these factories live in this country; 
they hold jobs in this country. The amendment which will 
be offered by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. JoNES] would, 
in the final analysis if adopted and enacted into law, result 
in the ultimate destruction of that investment and throw 
out of employment those 14,000 men of whom I speak. 

Today Hawaii is authorized to refine 29,000 tons of sugar. 
This is all the refining capacity of the Hawaiian factories. 
In order to increase that amount, this possession of ours 
would find it necessary to build other refining plants. A 

similar situation exists in Puerto Rico. If we increase the 
quota for direct-consumption sugar coming from that pos
session it means that they must necessarily build in those 
islands additional refining plants. 

What will we be asked to do when that amendment is 
offered? We will be asked through legislation to declare a 
death sentence upon the investments made in this country; 
we will be asked to destroy plants which already exist in 
this country; we will be asked to throw out of employment 
American citizens living here who now have jobs. We will 
be asked to do these things in order that people living in 
our possessions may have the authority and the opportunity 
to build in the place of the things we would destroy in this 
country other institutions of like character that their people · 
may have opportunities for investment and that their citi
zens may have opportunities for more jobs. 

It would seem to me, Mr. Chairman, that if there is any 
discrimination to be found anywhere in this bill or which 
will be proposed by any amendment, that it is a discrimina
tion against American citizens living in continental United 
States and not in the possessions of the United States. 

Mr. Chairman, there is another phase of the situation 
that ought to be discussed at this time, it seems to me, and 
I want to carry the minds of the members of this commit
tee back to the days when Secretary of Agriculture Wal
lace appeared before the committees of Congress and testi .. 
fied to his belief that the sugar industry of this country 
was an inefficient industry, that it ought never to have been 
started in this country, that it ought to be destroyed. He 
also made the statement at the time, Mr. Chairman, "that 
it does not seem to be politically possible to destroy this 
industry at the moment." 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I think there has never been so 
much harmony, so much cooperation between the various 
elements of the sugar industry of this country as there is 
at this time. I grant the truth of the things said by my 
friend the gentleman from Kansas awhile ago relative to 
the refiners; and I am perfectly aware of the fact that in 
days gone by they have not played fair with the sugar
beet industry. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. KINZER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 additional minutes 

to the gentleman from Michigan. 
Mr. WOODRUFF. I may add, however, that these re

finers have finally come to the realization that if they are 
to be permitted to live industrially they must cast their 
lot and their political support with representatives in the 
House and in the Senate from the great beet- and cane .. 
sugar areas of this country. They realize that if they are 
going to continue to live they must necessarily have the 
support of those who represent these sections and States. 
In the past I have resented their activities, their actions, 
their whole attitude toward the domestic productive indus
try, but that is water over the wheel. We are faced with 
a situation which in the last analysis means the destruction 
of one part of the sugar industry in this country. I refer, 
of course, to the refining end of the industry. So far as I 
know I have never even met a man who owned a share or" 
stock in this industry, but I am concerned in preserving 
the investments in the refining industry in this country. I 
am concerned in preserving the jobs of these 14,000 Ameri
can citizens who work and spend their wages in this coun
try. If this industry is destroyed, those men who today 
are actively supporting this measure and who are voicing 
their approval of this bill, men who come from sections 
of the country where refining industries exist, will then 
no longer be interested in maintaining the great sugar
beet and cane-growing activities of this country which mean 
so much to the American farmers. When that time comes, 
when our forces are reduced to only those States which 
now produce beet and cane sugar, if Mr. Wallace is still 
Secretary of Agriculture, he will then find it politically pos-· 
sible to eliminate the sugar industry of this country entirely. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. WOODRUFF. Yes; very gladly. 
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Mr. MANSFIELD. Does not the gentleman believe that 

. if the domestic refiners are put out of business that that 
will leave a monopoly in the hands of foreign refiners and 
that the price of sugar will be increased correspondingly? 

Mr. WOODRUFF. I wish I had time to go into that. It 
would have a great effect upon the price of sugar, as history 
has taught us. I refer any doubting Member to the year 
1920, during a part of which when American beet sugar was off 
the market and when the importers of offshore refined sugar 
had an opportunity to fix, without competition, the price 
of sugar to the American consumers. The American house
wife at that time had to pay as high as 32 cents a pound 
for the sugar she bought. Compare that with the 5 or 5¥.2 
cents per pound she pays when the domestic industry is 
flourishing. I commend that statement to the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. HARLAN], who this afternoon expressed an 
interest in the consuming public. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.J 
Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gen

tleman from Michigan [Mr. HooKJ. 
Mr. HOOK. Mr. Chairman, it is rather difficult to cover 

all the points in this bill in the short time allotted to me. 
I listened with interest to the well-informed gentleman from 
Kansas [Mr. HoPE] when he said that the refined cost in the 
United States was less than the refined cost in Cuba. In! 
other words, it cost more to refine sugar in Cuba or at least 
as much as it does in the United States. 

The details of the cost per hundred pounds of refining 
sugar in the United States and Cuba were reported in the 
United States Tariff Commission Table 56, Report 73, for 
the period 1929 to 1931, which is the latest information we 
have available. That shows the average refining cost in the 
United States to be 0.6591 and in Cuba 0.581. So that argu
ment falls by the wayside. 

Then we get down to the question of prices to the con
sumer. When the Jones-Costigan Act went into effect in 
1925 the price to the consumer was 5.448 per pound refined, 
and retail 7.2. In 1933 to 1936 the average price to the con
sumer of refined sugar was 5.4 to 5.6. So that under the 
provisions of the Jones-Costigan Act, which this bill will 
continue, the price of sugar was stabilized and the cost to 
the consumer is less than under provisions existing previous 
to the enactment of those provisions. 

Let us get down to the proposition in which I am inter
ested and that is the labor provision. I hold in my hand 
a letter I received this afternoon from the president of the 
American Federation of Labor, Mr. Green, in which he says: 

MY DEAR CONGRESSMAN: I am taking the liberty of sending 
you this short note, because the American Federation of Labor 
is deeply interested in the protection of the econom.tc welfare of 
the workers employed in sugar refineries in the United States. 
I understand the Agriculture Committee has reported a measure 
for consideration and action by the House of Representatives. I 
sincerely hope this bill may provide such adequate restrictions 
upon the importation of refined sugar from Cuba as may be 
necessary in order to protect wage standards and provide employ
ment in the sugar-refining industry in the United States. It 
would seem but fair and just that such reasonable limitations 
against the importation of refined sugar from our insular posses
sions as circumstances may require ought to be incorporated in 
the measure. 

I will appreciate it very much if these recommendations in be
half of labor may be given favorable consideration. 

Sincerely yours. 
WM. GREEN, 

President, American Federation of Labor. 

Mr. LORD. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HOOK. I cannot yield. 
Mr. Chairman, may I say that it was no small task to 

bring this bill out from the Committee on Agriculture. I 
want to go back to the beginning of the hearings and call 
attention to page 364 thereof, at which time Mr. Robins, of 
the Department of Agriculture, refused to testify before the 
Committee on Agriculture. The gentleman from Kansas 
and myself insisted that a member of the Department 
testify. He did not want to testify for the record. Now, 
that very Department and those men want to impose a 
restriction upon the continental United States. They want 
you to take out section 207. They want you to allow refined 

sugar to come into the United-States unrestricted, yet they 
did not have the nerve to testify before the committee until 
we forced them to do so. When they get control of the 
refined-sugar factories and drop the price of sugar-run our 
industry out-up will go the price as was done during and 
after the World War 27 cents per pound. Please do not 
allow this to happen. 

Then what happened? When we did report a bill, they 
even went to the Rules Committee and to the leaders of the 
House and said, "We do not want a bill to be reported until 
it has been amended as we want it." 

Mr. Chairman, I say it is about time that we as Repre
sentatives of the people of the United States legislate as we 
see fit and not let other people hand bills to us to be passed. 
If this bill had been refused a rule because it was not in the 
form as demanded by the departments, we might just as 
well have said, "Let the departments write all legislation 
and when drafted hand it to the Rules Committee." You 
do not need us Congressmen or any committee work, so we 
will be more than pleased to go home. If we are not going 
to be allowed our constitutional prerogatives, please do not 
make us suffer. Let us go home. Is not that ridiculous? 
But, after all, that is just what they tried and are still trying 
here. 

They say the President will veto this bill if subdivisions (a) 
and (b) of section 207 are not stricken out. I do not believe 
this because he stated in his message to Congress: 

The Jones-Costigan Act has been useful and effective and it is 
my belief that its principles should again be made effective. I 
therefore recommend to the Congress the enactment of the sugar 
quota system and its necessary complements, which will restore the 
operations of the principles on which the Jones-Costigan Act was 
based. 

In a message to Congress dated February 8, 1934, Presi
dent Roosevelt recommended the passage of sugar legislation. 
Secretary of Agriculture Wallace, in a press release at that 
time, stated: 

The administration recognized that domestic beet and cane pro
ducers will suffer the disastrous effect of further price declines 
unless the Impact of insular production on the domestic market is 
modified through a definite restriction of shipments. 

The result was the Jones-Costigan Act. This law has 
proven to be a lifesaver to all. It restricted the shipment 
of refined sugar from all offshore areas, including Cuba and 
Hawaii, and rightly so, for the protection of both labor and 
the consumer. 

The subcommittee of the Committee on Agriculture which 
was appointed to consider the sugar question agrees with the 
President of the United States. We believe that the prin
ciples of the Jones-Costigan Act should be continued. We 
held hearings and heard this problem discussed from every 
possible angle. Representatives of all sides were heard. 
After this discussion and a carefUl consideration of the 
testimony in executive session the subcommittee reported 
a sugar bill. The full committee considered the subcommit
tee's finding, and, with a few changes, reported the bill, 
which is now before this House. 

The Democratic platform in one part states: 
We will continue, as in the past, to give adequate protection 

to our farmers and manufacturers against unfair competition or 
dumping on our shores commodities and goods produced abroad 
by cheap labor or subsidized by foreign governments. 

We in the Agricultural Committee reported out this bill, 
which does exactly as the President requested in his mes
sage. It extends the principles of the Jones-Costigan Act. 
It follows out the promises of the Democratic platform o! 
1936. And I am certain that cloaked undercover news 
claiming a Presidential veto have no foundation any more 
than many other bluffs that have been attempted by some 
of the "brain trusters" who are on the pay roll of the insular 
and foreign sugar monopolists. Do not be frightened by 
such rumors. Stand up like· men and pass the legislation 
that a unanimous committee reported after months and 
months of serious study. 

If you do this the -beet and sugar~ growers will be thank
ful, the consumers will be thankful, but most of all union 
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labor-the men and women in continental America who 
labor for thclr daily bread in the sugar industry, some 75,000 
of them-will be everlastingly grateful. I thank the presi
dent of the American Federation of Labor, Mr. William 
Green, for his kind letter to me in behalf of labor, and as
sure him I will continue to fight for organized labor as I 
have always done in the past. 

I have heard the Delegate from Hawaii talk about labor 
conditions in the island of Hawaii. Let me quote what the 
Department of Labor has to say about that. I quote from 
a bulletin of the United States Bureau of Labor Statistics on 
labor conditions in the Territory of Hawaii-Bulletin No. 534, 
pages 14 and 15. The source of labor for the sugarcane 
industry in the Territory of Hawaii has shifted many times, 
being originally the Hawaiian Islands, and subsequently 
China, Japan, Portugal, Spain, Puerto Rico, and Korea. The 
present tendency is to depend almost exclusively on the 
Philippine Islands as the source of supply. 

Table 12, secured from the immigration bureau at Honolulu, 
shows the Filipinos arriving at and departing from Hawaii over 
a period of years: 

TABLE 12.-Filipinos arriving at and departing from Hawaii~ 1922 
to 1929 

Fiscal year ending I nne 3(}--

.Arriving front-

Orient Main
land 

Departing to-

Orient Main
land 

-------------1----(---- ------

1922~------------------------------------- 8,675 38 2,074 98 1923 ___________________________________ _ 
6,530 9 925 937 

1924-------- -------------------------- 5,915 40 2, 694 2,118 
1925 ___ ---- ------------------------------- 10,369 93 2, 769 831 
1926 ___ - ---------------------------------- 4, 995 90 2, 715 2.888 
1927------------------------------------ 6,875 78 3,671 2,254 
1928 ______ --------------------- ----------- 12,572 132 4,008 1,515 

1929-------------------------------------- 9, 593 180 4,809 2, 374 
------------

TotaL _ ---------------------------- 65, 524 660 23,665 13,015 

Table 13 shows the Filipinos arriving at and departing from 
Hawaii by age and sex. 
TABLE 13.-FiLipinos arriving at and departing from Hawaii, 1925 

to 1929, by age and sex 

.Arriving from-

Orient Mainland 

Fiscal year end-
ingJune 30- Under 16 Over 16 Under 16 Over 16 

Total Total 
Male Fe- Male Fe- Male Fe- Male Fe-

male male male male 

------------------
1925------------ 219 105 9,414 631 10,369 4 6 76 7 93 1926 __________ 

62 10 4,794 129 ~995 3 ------ 78 9 00 
1927------------ 00 26 6, 40!l 385 6, 875 ------ 1 75 2 78 1928 ___________ 

81 5712,25-i 180 12,572 3 6 117 6 132 1929 _______ 76 M 9,320 143 9, 593 8 15 135 22 180 
--1- ----i---f- --1---

TotaL ___ 498 252 42,186 1,468 44,404 18 28 481 46 573 
--------------------

1uly 1 to De('. 
35 31 3, 218 87 3,371 0 3 98 4 105 31, 1929.-----

Departing to-

Orient Mainland 

]!'iscal year end _ 
ing1une3o- Under 16 Over 16 Under 16 Over 16 

Total Total 

Male Fe- Male Fe- Male Fe- Male Fe-
male male male male 

~-------1-----------
1925 ___________ 190 198 2,122 259 2, 769 25 18 751 3~ 831 
1926.------ 139 103 2,::m 265 2, 715 85 60 2,436 2, 888 
192'7-------- 352 309 2,585 425 3,671 68 83 2,023 80 2,254 1928_ ________ 

388 405 2,742 473 4,008 28 35 1,405 47 1, 515 
11129------- 351 324 3, 787 347 4,809 31 27 2,268 48 2,374 

--------------------
TotaL ___ 1,420 1,339 13, 4« 1, 769 17, 972 237 213 8,883 629 9, 862 

---------------- --
~uly 1 to Dec. 11, 11129 ______ 169 130 2,130 153 2,582 0 1 621 16 638 

There is much discussion and a considerable feeling as to the 
advisability of the continuance of this immigration. The rapid 
development of the pineapple industry makes it no longer solely a 
sugarcane question. Formerly the sugar growers engaged the Fili
pino on his native heath and paid for his transportation to 
Hawaii, but this practice has been abandoned. The Hawaiian 
Sugar Planters' Association now has its agents in the Philippines 
enga.ging labor, but these workers must pay their own way to 
Hawaii. Upon arrival, they are given a contract or agreement 
that if they will work on the sugar plantations for a period of 
3 years. their return expense to the Philippines, should they 
wish to return, will be paid by the sugar planters' association. 

From the plantation managers' point of view, Filipino labor is 
reasonably satisfactory, although there is not complete unanimity 
of opinion among such managers. For instance, a manager of a 
plantation on the island of Hawaii said to his board of directors: 

"We were well supplied with labor all through the season and 
work was kept well in hand. Our Filipinos are a restless lot, 
changing around from place to place. We trust that the sug
gested change in the contracts, whereby it is reqUired of them 
to stay at least 1 year continuously at the place they are assigned 
to, will work out to the benefit of all concerned." 

The following statement from an official of the association is 
interesting as bearing upon this question: 

"With the Filipino labor there is a continuous and from the 
standpoint of employers undesirable amount of shifting from 
one plantation to another. Due to the fact that Filipinos have 
relatives in great numbers and to remote degrees of consanguin• 
ity, we find men shifting from one plantation to another, giving 
as their excuse that they want to be with a cousin, uncle, or 
brother, or some other connection on a second plantation. In 
our agreements with the laborer which we make after the ar
rival of Filipinos in Hawaii, we promise to return them to the 
Philippines after 3 years' work on plantations, providing they 
have complied with the terms of the work agreement. These 
terms require that they must have worked 1 year on one plan
tation and do not prohibit their moving between plantations. 
We send back as having completed the contract hundreds and 
even thousands of men whose work record must be secured from 
two, three, four, and maybe more plantations during the period 
of employment here. Within the last year we have caused our 
work agreement to be slightly changed, requiring the man to 
work the first year on the plantation to which first assigned, 
but even then a transfer is permitted, providing the man ap
plies for it and it is approved, so that if he has good reason to 
move he may do so wit hout forfeiting his rights. If he doesn't 
desire to apply for the transfer, he may move anyhow, but of 
course under those conditions he wouldn't have the benefits of 
his work agreement." 

A study of length of service in Hawaii of Filipinos who re
turned to the Philippines for various reasons during the labor 
year October 1, 1928, to September 30, 1929, discloses the 
following: 

Of 132 cases of sick men reported to the sugar planters' asso
ciation as being discharged from hospitals but unable to go back 
to work, and desirous of returning to their homes in the Phll1p
pines, the length of service on sugar plantations averaged 51 
months; their average stay on the islands was 65 months, and 
they had worked on an average of 1.7 ,<illferent plantations. 

Of the contract Filipinos who had fulfilled their contracts, 
1,922 desired to be returned during the year: The average so
journ of these men on the islands was 54 months, their average 
service on sugar plantations was 53~ months, and they had 
worked on an average of 1.4 plantations. The required service 
to secure the right to free return is 36 months of 20 days, or 720 
days• work on plantations. 

The labor conditions in Hawaii are so bad that even the 
cheap coolie contract labor could not stand it, and they 
had to change from county to county in order to bring 
about the labor conditions they wished. Will we be a party 
to such discrimination against United States laboring men? 

So much for Hawaii. I could go on and on and show 
how they are not fair to labor. That the United States 
continental laborer is being gouged by this group of schem
ing monopolistic manipulators of human flesh for their own 
selfish gains. 

How about Puerto Rico? The Puerto Ricans pay no in
come tax; they are not subject to the Social Security Act; 
they are exempt, so I am informed, from the provisions of 
the new wage and hour law. Still we poured $20,000,000 of 
relief money in those islands. Now they want to wreck the 
American market and destroy our refining industry, throw 
thousands of our laboring men on the continent out of 
work so that they may use their cheap tropical labor in 
the islands, and then sell their sugar on our market at a 
high price. I know you representatives of democracy, who 
want fair play, will not allow this to be done. Vote against 
the amendment that is to be offered to take subdivisions 
(a) and (b) of section 207 out of this bill, and &ive our own 
continental labor a break. 
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Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the gen

tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. BoiLEAU]. 
Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Chairman, this bill has been given 

very careful thought and consideration, not only by the 
members of the subcommittee but by the members of the full 
Committee on Agriculture. The bill as reported to the House 
is the result of months of careful and thoughtful considera
tion and after the views of all interested parties were placed 
before the committee. 

This is not a perfect bill. No particular group in the 
sugar industry is entirely satisfied with it. It is a compro
mise among the various groups, but it is a bill which the com
mittee feels deals fairly with all the groups. 

A good deal has been said about discrimination against 
Hawaii and Puerto Rico under the terms of this bill. I do 
not believe those Territories are discriminated against, be
cause they are permitted to import direct-consumption sugar 
into this country in volume as great as they ever sent into 
continental United States at any time in the history of the 
country. They are not having their refining of sugar re
duced or curtailed. They are permitted to bring into conti
nental United States as much refined or direct-consumption 
sugar as they have ever brought in here. They say they 
are being discriminated against because they are not per
mitted to increase the importation of direct-consumption 
sugar into this country. 

Mr. Chairman, if that is discrimination, may I say that 
the beet-sugar industry in this country is being discriminated 
against far more than is either Hawaii or Puerto Rico. In 
my own State of Wisconsin there are refineries that have 
been closed for several years. These refineries have not 
opened even under the Jones-Costigan law and probably will 
not be opened on account of the quota system that will be 
in effect after this bill is enacted into law. Those refineries 
have the capacity to refine beet sugar, but under the opera
tion of this bill they will be prevented from operating be
cause we limit the supply of beets, and when you limit the 
supply of beets in a beet area we are to that extent limiting 
the operation of the beet-sugar refineries. The beet-sugar 
refineries are all forced to curtail their production. Our 
refineries cannot import beets from some other country. 
That is ridiculous because the cost is prohibitive. 

Mr. HOPE. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BOILEAU. I yield to the gentleman from Kansas. 
Mr. HOPE. The refineries in the gentleman's district 

which are closed are, of course, beet-sugar refineries? 
Mr. BOILEAU. That is right. 
Mr. HOPE. Were they closed as a result of the Jones

Costigan Act or were they closed before that time? 
Mr. BOILEAU. I think I made that clear. They were 

closed before the Jones-Costigan Act went into operation, but 
they have not opened since and they probably will not open. 
The reason they will not open is because we reduce the avail
able supply of beets. If there were no quota provisions in 
effect and if they could produce beets around the beet-sugar 
refineries, they would be in operation. 

Mr. LANZETI'A. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BOILEAU. I yield to the gentleman from New York. 
Mr. LANZETTA. Is it not a fact that the beet areas have 

never produced the quotas allotted to them under the Jones
Costigan law? 

Mr. BOILEAU. I believe that is true because of the fact 
they were so demoralized a few years ago they just started to 
build up. 

Mr. LANZE'IT A. They did not produce the quota allotted 
to them under the Jones-Costigan law. 

Mr. BOILEAU. I have just finished answering the 
gentleman on that question. 

Mr. HOPE. Have the factories of which the gentleman 
speaks made any effort to get a quota under the Jones
Costigan Act? 

Mr. BOILEAU. I do not know. I cannot speak with cer
tainty in that regard. I may say, however, if you want to talk 
about discrimination, that you are telling the beet refineries 
of this country "You cannot produce beet sugar" because you 
are limiting the supply. You are saying they cannot produce 

an abundance of beets. You are restricting the amount of 
beets that can be produced, and to the same extent you are 
thereby restricting the amount of sugar that can be refined. 

Mr. LANZETI'A. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BOILEAU. I Yield to the gentleman from New York. 
Mr. LANZE'ITA. Is not the gentleman's argument 

fallacious? 
Mr. BOILEAU. The gentleman may think it is. 
·Mr. LANZETTA. In one breath the gentleman states that 

the beet areas have been unable to produce their quotas, and 
in the next breath he says that his State is being restricted 
in the production of sugar beets under this bill. 

Mr. BOILEAU. Oh, I did not say they had been unable to 
do so. 

Mr. LANZE'ITA. It is a fact that they did not produce 
their quotas. 

Mr. BOILEAU. I say they have been unable to produce 
their quotas because of the demoralized price of a few years 
ago. They went down in their production and are just start
ing to build up. The gentleman should know, if he does not 
know, that the beet areas in this country are capable of pro
ducing a whole lot more sugar than they are producing. My 
own State has reduced its production tremendously in recent 
years. 

Mr. LANZ.ETI'A. I do know that the refineries which the 
gentleman complains of are not placed under any restriction 
in this bill. They may operate if they wish to. 

Mr. BOILEAU. I am not complaining about any refineries. 
I am saying that in those areas where you restrict production, 
by the same law which restricts the production you restrict 
the amount of sugar which can be refined. This is just like 
two and two are four; it makes sense. You are restricting 
production, and I am not saying it is unwise, and I am not 
complaining of it. I think it is necessary for the stabiliza
tion of the industry that we have this bill, but we are restrict
ing the production of beet sugar. 

Mr. BUCKLER of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BOILEAU. I yield to the gentleman from Minnesota. 
Mr. BUCKLER of Minnesota. A few minutes ago the gen

tleman made the statement that the beet-sugar manufac
turers were not filling their quotas. I have a beet-sugar 
refiner up in the Red River Valley in my country. A farmer 
up there cannot get a quota unless some other farmer drops 
out. We could use two quotas up in our country if we had a 
chance to sell the beets. 

Mr. BOILEAU. Absolutely. There are thousands of acres 
right around the gentleman's own territory which have not 
been planted to beets but which could be planted to beets if 
the growers were given a quota. If we increased the number 
of beets available, we would thereby be increasing the amount 
of sugar which could be refined in these refineries. We are 
restricting the operations of our local refineries not by put
ting into the law that the refineries are deprived of the right 
to refine so much sugar but because the effect of the legisla
tion is that we deprive the refineries of the sugar beets. 
They cannot make beet sugar out of apples or potatoes, they 
must have sugar beets. When we restrict the production of 
sugar beets we restrict the production of beet sugar. 

Mr. HEALEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BOn.EAU. I yield to the gentleman from Massachu

setts. 
Mr. HEALEY. May I supplement the statement of the 

gentleman by saying that in this bill we are also restricting 
the production of cane sugar in continental United States. 

Mr. BOILEAU. Absolutely. It all comes down to this, 
that the sugar industry as a whole was suffering. Then we 
passed the Jones-Costigan Act, which worked out so well 
that they want more of it, they want a better bill, they want 
this type of legislation. If we are going to help the sugar 
industry, we must stabilize the entire industry. If we are 
going to make sugar production profitable in Hawaii and 
Puerto Rico and all the other producing areas, we should at 
the same time not try to do all we can to disrupt the existing 
refining business but should try to stabilize the industry to 
the point where it was before we put the Jones-Costigan Act 
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into operation. We should try to stabilize the industry, and 
we can stabilize it by using the same type of legislation to 
affect the refining industry as we are putting into effect with 
reference to production, that is, this bill. 

This is a fair proposition. Puerto Rico and Hawaii are 
getting refined-sugar quotas as large as any amounts that 
ba ve ever been produced in the history of the islands. Why 
should they have more at the expense of the industry on the 
mainland? We are not treating them differently than we are 
treating other American citizens. We are restricting the 
operations of all classes of producers of sugar, and we are 
also by restricting production thereby restricting the opera
tions and the production of the refineries. 

Mr. LANZETTA. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BOILEAU. I yield to the gentleman from New York. 
Mr. LANZETTA. Does not the gentleman think that we 

should give larger quotas to the beet- and cane-sugar pro
ducers of the United States, so as to keep the refineries both 
in the gentleman's district and other districts in operation? 

Mr. BOILEAU. No. I may say that this bill is an attempt 
to compromise differences of opinion, as I stated in the begin
ning of my remarks. I believe this bill is about as good a 
bill as it is humanly possible to draw, considering all the 
conflicting interests involved. I think every group is given 
fair consideration, but no group has received as much as it 
wants. I think this is a good compromise and is a bill we can 
get behind and support. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 min

utes to the gentleman from Florida [Mr. WILcox]. 
Mr. Wil.JCOX. Mr. Chairman, on a number of occasions I 

have expressed my opinion concerning various pieces of legis
lation which have been adopted by the Congress in the past 
4 years regulating and restricting production of various com
modities in the United states. I may repeat at this time my 
own personal position and the position of my state, not only 
with reference to the regulation of the sugar business but all 
regulatory and restrictive legislation. 

My position and the position of my State is that the 
American market belongs first to the American producer. 
[Applause.] Our position is that the American farmer, the 
American manufacturer, and the American producer should 
be permitted to produce to their full capacity, and then, if 
the consumption requirements of this country exceed the 
production ability of the country, the excess should be allo
cated to other countries which in turn trade with this Nation. 

My objection to the present bill, Mr. Chairman, is that it 
begins the allocation of quotas at the wrong end. Some gen
tleman during the course of this debate has pointed out 
that it is necessary to restrict and quota the production of 
sugar in the United States because of a reciprocal-trade 
agreement with the Republic of Cuba. I concur in that 
view as to why this course has been adopted, and I call your 
attention to the fact that continental United States pro
duces less than one-third of its own consumption require
ments of sugar; and yet in this bill American producers are 
restricted and limited as to the amount of sugar which they 
may produce, in order that the Republic of Cuba may have 
some 2,000,000 tons of sugar to ship into this country. 

I want to call your attention to an incongruous fact that 
occurred in my district and in· my State about a year and 
a half ago as the result of the restrictions on the produc
tion of sugar. Bearing in mind the fact that this country 
produces less than one-third of its own requirements, the 
sugar producers of my State and of my district in 1936 
were forced to pour 1,000,000 gallons of molasses into the 
Everglades and waste it, when the requirements of this 
country were three times its production capacity. 

Mr. SHORT. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. wn.cox. In just a moment. 
Now, a great deal has been said during the course of this 

debate about discrimination for and against Hawaii and 
Puerto Rico. A great deal has been said about the neces
sity of treating these Territories and possessions as Ameri
can citizens. So far as my State is concerned, Mr. Chair-

man, I want to reverse that position. My State asks to be 
treated as a Territory. If you will give us the same treat
ment that you have given Hawaii and Puerto Rico, we will 
be more than pleased. Puerto Rico and Hawaii are both 
permitted, under this bill, to produce all of the sugar they 
require for themselves, and then they are given an allot- · 
ment of sugar that can be shipped into continental United 
States. On the other hand, my State is restricted to 40 · 
percent of its own consumption. This bill says to the sugar 
producers of Florida, ''You cannot produce the amount of 
sugar which you yourselves consume, although you have 
demonstrated the fact that you can produce it both effi
ciently and profitably. You do not want, you do not need, 
and you do not ask for a Federal subsidy; you do not need 
and you do not ask for Federal assistance; nevertheless, you 
will not be permitted to produce even the amount which 
you yourselves consume", and, to make sure that we do not, 
the bill provides upon its face that we not only may not 
ship in interstate commerce but that we may not market 
within our own state the sugar that is produced within our 
own area. 

Now, I can understand a program like the A. A. A., where, 
because of overproduction and consequent decline in price 
of certain basic commodities, a restriction of production is 
invoked. But I cannot understand a plan which restricts 
my State in the production of a necessary elem.ent of food 
when continental United States produces less than one
third of its own requirements of that food element. 

I could understand a program which limited unprofitable 
production in one section of the country, where a subsidy is 
necessary, so as to permit profitable production in another 
section where no subsidy is required. Such a program 
would be in the interest of the consumer. But I fail to see 
the justice of a plan which limits production and develoP- . 
ment in that section where the commodity can be produced 
profitably without a subsidy, just in order that larger quotas 
may be given to those sections which cannot produce it 
without a subsidy. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield the· gentleman 5 addi

tional minutes. 
Mr. SHORT. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. WILCOX. I will be pleased to yield to the gentleman 

!rom Missouri. 
Mr. SHORT. The able gentleman from Florida has been 

making a very convincing statement, and I am wondering if 
the gentleman can inform the Members of the House how 
much money was spent or doled out in benefits to the sugar 
growers of his own State under the A. A. A. 

Mr. WilCOX. I can answer that question as to one com
pany, and that is exactly the reason we are objecting to any 
further subsidy of that character. One company in my State 
was paid a check of $1,260,000 as benefit payments. That 
company does not want benefit payments, and we do not 
want benefit payments, but what we want is the privilege of 
producing sugar. We want the privilege of developing the 
industry in our State. Now, I want to pursue that further 
for just a moment--

Mr. SHORT. But it is a fact that the Government paid 
one corporation in the gentleman's State over $1,000,000 for 
not producing sugar, when you were allowed to produce only 
40 percent of the consumption in the State of Florida and 
when the growers poured over 1,000,000 gallons of molasses 
into the swamps? 

Mr. WILCOX. The gentleman is correct about that. 
Mr. SHORT. A very wise policy. [Laughter.] 
Mr. WILCOX. Let me call your attention to this fact, 

Mr. Chairman. Some years ago the Federal Government 
conveyed to the State of Florida some 5,000,000 acres of 
what is called the Everglades, a swampy and overflowed sec
tion of our State. It was regarded as worthless and of no 
value for agricultural purposes. Soon after it was conveyed, 
however, it was discovered that this soil is the most fertile 
on the face of the globe. Not even the valley of the Nile 
can compare with it in fertility. It was necessary, however, 
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that it be drained, that it be irrigated, and be made avail
able for cultivation. Federal, State, local, and private funds 
to the extent of more than $100,000,000 have been spent in 
bringing this great area into production. Recently tests 
were carried on in that area to determine its availability for 
the production of sugar. It was discovered that by a peculiar 
and particular combination of the right amount of sumhine, 
the right amount of rainfall, and the right contents in the 
soil, it is the best adapted area on the North American 
Continent for the production of sugarcane. 

I am told that the average production of sugar through
out the United States is about 3,600 pounds per acre. In 
the Everglades area, one breed of sugarcane has been de
veloped which, in a limited area, has produced as much as 
9 tons to the acre; and this is true not only as to pro- . 
ductivity but I would call your attention to the fact that 
sugarcane planted in the Everglades area has been known 
to grow as many as eight crops from one planting. So that 
the industry is both efficient and profitable. 

I do not believe that this Government has any consti
tutional, legal, or moral right to say to the citizens of one 
of the sovereign States of this Union that they shall not 
engage in a perfectly legitimate business so long as they are 
willing to do so without Government assistance. I do not 
believe that the Federal Government has any constitutional, 
legal, or moral right to prohibit the production of a nece:;;
sary food product, particularly when the entire industry of 
the whole country produces less than one-third of the 
amount of that food element which it consumes. 

Now, a great deal also has been said about wage con
ditions in the various sections of the country. _I call at
tention to the fact that those who are engaged in the sugar 
business in my State . pay probably the highest common
labor rates of any commercial section in the United States. 
The common Negro laborer working in the cane fields in 
my State is furnished a home in which to live, and a nice 
home it is. He is given free electric light, free plumbing, 
free water, free fuel, free medical service. He is permitted 
to buy his supplies and groceries at wholesale rates. When 
a member of his family becomes sick, he is given free 
hospitalization. His children are given free schools and 
free school books and free transportation to school, and 
in addition to that he is paid a minimum of $2.70 a day. 
That is the minimum wage. It fluctuates from $2.70 at 
the bottom to $11.50 per day for the higher paid and more 
skilled laborers in the sugar mills. Those are the conditions 
in my district. We want the power, we want the right, 
we want the privilege of developing that industry in that 
great state. 

We have no quarrel with the beet-sugar producers of the 
West nor with the cane-sugar producers of Louisiana, Puerto 
Rico, Hawai.i, or the Philippines. We are not trying to cut 
down their production nor take away the benefit payments 
they seek. We are not trying to hamper or restrict the 
growth or development of the sugar business anywhere else 
in either continental United States or its Territories. But 
we think it is unfair to tie us up with Louisiana and restrict 
oui development. All we ask-all we seek, all we want-is to 
be let alone. Take off the restrictions, and the sugar in
dustry in Florida will take care of itself. 

Florida's position on the sugar legislation is the same as 
Florida's position on all other regulatory legislation. We 
believe that the American market belongs first to the Amer
ican producer. The American market should be preserved 
for the American producer, and he should be protected in 
supplying that market as far as his capacity extends. If 
there is a surplus demand in America beyond the capacity 
of American producers to supply, then the surplus can be and 
should be allotted to those countries and those nations which 
in turn purchase American goods. But I submit in all fair
ness and in all justice to all parties concerned that to limit 
and restrict American production of an essential food prod
uct in an area where it can be efficiently and profitably pro-

. duced is unreasonable, unfair, inequitable, and un-American. 
[Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Flor-
ida has expired. · 

Mr. HOOK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. MANSFIELD 1. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. Chairman, we have heard a good 
deal said this afternoon to the effect that Hawaii and 
Puerto Rico have been discriminated against and virtually 
treated as stepchildren of the United States. My observa
tion and experience lead me to exactly the opposite con
clusion, and to bear that out I call attention to some legis
lation dealing with these island possessions with which I 
have been closely connected. Every river and harbor bill 
enacted within the last 20 years has been through a com
mittee of which I have been a member and in which I have 
taken quite an active part. We now have on the island of 
Hawaii six major ports, every one of them with a depth of 
35 feet. We have expended upon those ports $11,511,000. 
The tonnage of Hawaii in 1935 was 3,222,000 tons. By far 
the major portion of that was sugar, coming into this coun
try in competition with sugar produced in the United States. 
We have very few ports of the depth of 35 feet in this 
country. We have only two that exceed it, and they are 
New York and Hampton Roads. In the State in which I 
live, which handled last year 80 million tons of high-class · 
freight with a valuation of more than 1 billion dollars, 
we have not a port on the shores of Texas 35 feet deep. 
The deepest port in Texas was 32 feet up to the beginning 
of last year. Is that discrimination? 

Take Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands. Some 3 or 4 
years ago at the request of the Governor of the Virgin Is
lands I introduced a bill extending our river and harbor 
laws to those islands. They have qUite a small tonnage, 
and by far the largest commodity handled in the Virgin 
Islands is coal for fueling merchant ships. They ship a 
little rum and a little sugar, but not a great deal. 

In Puerto Rico we have expended large sums of money. 
I have visited and inspected all of the harbors of that 
island. I am a friend of Puerto Rico. I have been in favor 
of giving them everything they have ever asked for, and I 
can assure you that they have asked for everything that their 
trade warranted. We have created a number of ports over 
there, notably San Juan, and Ponce, Mayaguez, and Arecibo, 
and we have been requiring the local contribution there that 
we have been requiring of my State of Texas. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas 
has expired. 

Mr. HOOK. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman 2 
minutes more. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Take Ponce harbor in Puerto Rico 
which is the second largest town and port in Puerto Rico. 
we· put through a bill in 1930 requiring Ponce to contribute 
$508,000 as a local contribution on that port. In the last 
river and harbor bill we remitted that and actually refunded
to that port $158,000 which they had expended under that 
former act of Congress. I do not know of any such in
stance where we have done that in continental United 
States. Down at Lake Charles, La., within 22 miles of my 
State, the people have issued bonds to the extent of about 
$3,000,000 and actually dredged a 30-foot channel which they 
have been maintaining for about 20 years or perhaps longer, 
all at their own expense, and they handled more than 
6,000,000 tons of freight last year. If there has been any 
discrimination, Mr. Chairman, it has been in favor of the 
island possessions, and against continental United States, 
and I believe this is true as to sugar and practically every
thing else. They certainly get the benefit of the tariff on 
sugar the same as our home producers. 

Mr. HOOK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. MAVERicK]. 

HAWAll AND PUERTO RICO INTEGRAL PARTS OF THE UNITED STATES OF 
AMERICA 

Mr. MAVERICK. Mr. Chairman, I have heard a great deal 
this afternoon about the American farmer and the American 
producer. The truth of the matter is that, according to the 
Constitution of the United States. the man who produces 
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sugar in Hawaii and Puerto Rico is an American producer, 
because those islands are each an integral part of the United 
States of America. 

Hawaii and Puerto Rico, my friends-and we all agree to 
this-are under the Constitution of the United States. Their 
position is precisely that of the State of Texas. The State of 
Texas was annexed by the United States of America and 
became a part of the Nation; so were Puerto Rico and 
Hawaii. 

What does this bill do in reference to section 207 (a) and 
(b)? It sets up a trade barrier against certain portions of 
the United States of America-Hawaii and Puerto Rico. The 
distinguished and lovable gentleman from Texas talks about 
the ports that we built in Hawaii for the benefit of Hawaii. 
Why is there any difference in one part of the United States 
of America when it is separated by water and when it is 
separated by land? 

Mr. KENNEY. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. MAVERICK. I yield. 
Mr. KENNEY. Is it not because they have there the same 

standards of labor that they have in China and Japan? 
Mr. MAVERICK. I respectfully submit to my friend that 

is not the point. The answer to the gentleman is that that 
has not anything to do with the Constitution whatever. 
However, I will answer that the standards of agricultural 
common labor in Hawaii are as high as they are in Colorado 
and certain other portions of the continent of the United 
States--

Mr. CUMMINGS. Oh, hold on. [Laughter.] 
Mr. MAVERICK. In a moment I will read it out of this 

book. It is called the Interdepartmental Rio Grande Com
mittee. It is from six departments of the United States 
Government. 

But let me finish my statement about the Constitution. 
When we do this-irrespective of labor standards, whether 
low or high-we are treating the island of Hawaii, which is a 
part of the United States, like a colony. Our high-court 
decisions are unanimous that we have no colonies. 

Yes, Mr. Chairman, we are denying that portion of the 
United States the equal protection of the laws and are actu
ally discriminating against them. Now, suppose we would 
pass a law making a quota against the State of Texas on the 
subject of oil, sugar, cattle, or BDything else. Suppose we 
put a separate quota against the State of Michigan. We 
know every man would get up and say that is unconstitu
tional and would vote against it. 

But, getting down to the practical situation, I heard the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. CRAWFORD] and the gentle
man from Texas [Mr. KLEBERG 1 discuss the matter of a veto 
by the President of the United States if the discriminatory 
provisions against Hawaii and Puerto Rico are not removed. 
I do not know whether there is going to be a veto or not; but 
I did ask the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. CUlriMINGS] if 
these two ·special-quota sections, which many regard as. 
unfair and unconstitutional, were stricken from the bill, 
would it still be a good bill, and the gentleman said it would 
destroy the processors of sugar, but it would still benefit the 
sugar people of the United States. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. I said the beet people of the United 
States. 

Mr. MAVERICK. I accept the correction from my friend 
from Colorado. But I maintain it will still be a good bill, 
even to interested parties a fairly good bill, if those sections 
are stricken out. But, gentlemen, if this bill is vetoed, as I 
have heard it said by Members today on this floor, and we 
leave here and do not have any bill at all, it would certainly 
be safer and better that we would amend these certain 
portions of the bill. 
AGRICULTURE, INTERIOR, STATE, ALL OPPOSE BILL--FOR GOOD REASONS 

Besides this, we all know that three members of the Cabi
net oppose those portions of the bill which set up the special 
quotas against Hawaii and PUerto Rico. They are the Sec
retaries of Agriculture, State, and Interior. 

A committee of the Department of the Interior says the 
restrictions are like-

The colonialism against which the Colonies rebelled when they 
declared their independence. 

And-
The essence of Old World colonialism • • • was the right of 

the mother country tCJ exploit those colonies, to consider their citi
zens as occupying a secondary and inferior status, and to place 
economic obstacles in their path in favor of commercial interests 
1n the mother country. 

The Interior Department also states that the bill
Establishes discriminations against parts of America. in.ha.bited by 

· American citizens, in favor of a few mainland companies already 
highly privileged by this legislation. 

VETQ-NO LEGISLATION. IS THE PRESmENT RIGHT? 

In addition to this, as I have said, it is currently reported 
in the press, and has been so stated on this floor, that the 
President will veto the bill in its present form. Some have 
expressed some dissatisfaction with this. 

But let us analyze the situation. Are these three members 
of the Cabinet and the President right or not? Are the 
expressions of the members of the committee factually cor
rect? Is it true, as one says, that we rebelled against Eng
land for the same kind of restrictions? Is it true that 
discriminations are established against a part of America 
inhabited by American citizens? 

It seems to me the answer is yes; that the statements are 
true. And if so, is it not reasonable that the President veto 
the bill? I do not say any Member of Congress should 
change his vote because of a possible veto. I have voted to 
override the veto of the President myself. But if the Presi
dent and three members of the Cabinet are right, why should 
we not consider their views? 

Mr. HOOK. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. MAVERICK. I yield. 
Mr. HOOK. Would the gentleman be willing to stay here 

until we could either override the President's veto or vote 
on the veto? 

Mr. MAVERICK. I am one of those who is willing to 
stay here the rest of the year on any subject. . 

Mr. HOOK. I hope the gentleman does that in case that 
happens. 

Mr. MAVERICK. I will be glad to do it, and stay right 
here with the gentleman to get all our job done. 

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. MAVERICK. I yield. 
Mr. BOILEAU. The gentleman said if we put a quota on 

Michigan everyone would ·be "hollering" about it being un
constitutional. 

Mr. MAVERICK. Yes. 
Mr. BOILEAU. Is that not exactly what we are doing in 

this bill? 
Mr. MAVERICK. Not as to refined sugar. We are not 

saying that the State of Michigan or the State of Texas 
have different quotas as to refined sugar as against other 
parts of the Nation. We are applying this bill in general 
to the United States of America, but are setting up a sep
arate quota in reference to refined sugar, only doing so in 
reference to Hawaii and Puerto Rico. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Do we not have a quota on Texas oil? 
Mr. MAVERICK. Yes; but it is on an entirely different 

theory of government. That is under the "hot oil" bill, 
where Texas and all States either make quotas on oil or do 
not-but Federal laws prohibit them from shipping "hot" 
oil, or oil illegally · produced within a State, by virtue of 
the laws of that State. I submit to my distinguished friend 
and able colleague from Texas that that is different. 
HAWAII AND PUERTO RICO COMPONENT PABTS OF THE UNlTED STATES 

Mr. MAVERICK. But let me proceed to sum up in refer
ence to the position of Hawaii and Puerto Rico from a con
stitutional viewpoint. They are unquestionably and ad
mittedly component parts of the United States of America. 

I have made three points: First, that the quotas of refined 
sugar set up trade barriers, a.s against another part of the 
country, and which we cannot do within the United states 
of America; Second, to do so is to relegate these parts of the 
United States to the rank of colonies and put a discJiminat-
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ing tax, burden, duty, or tariff upon them; third, to deny 
them the equal protection of the laws. 

All of this certainly is in violation of the Constitution of 
the United States. 

AMOUNT PAID LABOR IS NOT RELEVANT TO QUESTION 

And as to labor, which I will now discuss. I do not believe 
that the matter of how much labor is paid in the continental 
United States of America, or in Hawaii or Puerto Rico, is 
relevant because this is all one Nation. Each section of our 
country claims that wages are either lower or higher than 
somewhere else, and the wage structure does not mean that 
a certain section of the country cannot sell its products. If 
the wage structure is to be considered, it should, of course, be 
considered upon an equal basis. All should get the equal pro
tection of the laws or have the imposition of equal restrictions. 

In the same way quotas should be equally applicable. A 
separate, distinct, discriminatory quota is set up against 
Hawaii and Puerto Rico in reference to refined sugar which 
is not imposed upon continental United States. This dis
crimination is upon Puerto Rican and Hawaiian business and 
industry. That Hawaii has residents who are Chinese or 
Japanese laborers does not affect the constitutional question 
nor make the discrimination just. 

Much has been said about the American standard of living 
and in indirect praise of the sugar refiners. So let us discuss 
them, and then -the labor situation. Their business has been 
a long trail of slime, and they have a reputation much worse 
than almost any industry in the United States of America. 

At the present time the average wage of the worker in 
the sugar refinery is about $1,005. What this law does is 
to make a subsidy on a basis of workers of something like 
$1,600 each per worker. Of course, the workers do not get 
this subsidy themselves. 

Reference has been made to the fact that a small group 
of people own everything in Hawaii-but in this country 
one refinery owns 26 percent of the stock of the Michigan 
Beet Sugar Co. and 50 percent of the Spreckels Sugar Co. 
One sugar company produces about 45 percent of the sugar 
in the Colorado, Wyoming, and Montana area. This par
ticUlar company has had as high as 47 percent dividends in 
1 year, and on a basis of its original investment over the 
past 20 years, 50 percent returns per year. In this general 
locality, land tenancy back a few years ago w'as fifty-odd 
percent, and it has now risen to 72 to 75 percent. No, gen
tlemen; the farmers are not independent and the agricul
tural workers are not of the high-earning capacity. 

INTERDEPARTMENTAL REPORT ON SUGAR INDUSTRY 

Where do I get this information? I get it from the Inter
departmental Rio Grande Committee, composed of the Bu
reau of Indian Affairs, Division of Grazing, General Land 
Office, Resettlement Administration, Soil Conservation Serv
ice, and Forest Service, which means, of course, that in 
addition the Department of Interior and Department of 
Agriculture, of which some of these bureaus are a part. 

What else does this report show? 
It shows that the average earnings per family-some of 

them extremely large families in certain portions of Colo
rado-amount to something like $289. Mind you, this is per 
family, and not for an individual. 

The report also says in that connection: 
The need tor supplementation of beet-field earnings is made 

clear by these figures-

And continues that because of the lower earning capacity 
of the Spanish-American and Mexican wage earners that
consequently, for many of the beet wokers, rellef has been the 
only resort during the winter. 

This report also shows that labor agents are sent to parts 
of New Mexico, Texas, and even Mexico to obtain laborers. 
In the report advertisements are shown indicating the 
cheapest type of labor is obtained to be shipped into Colo
rado, Nebraska, Wyoming, and Montana. 
EAWAII STILL PART OF UNITED STATES, THOUGH SEPARATED BY WATER 

Now, I repeat, Mr. Chairman, Hawaii and Puerto Rico are 
parts of the United States of America. I repeat that if 

someone should suggest a special or additional quota against 
Texas, Michigan, or any other State, that we would unani
mously agree that was unconstitutional. That there is 
water instead of land between here and Hawaii and Puerto 
Rico does not make those parts of the United States less a 
part than Texas and Massachusetts, although these latter 
are separated by land instead of water. 

Also I appeal to the gentlemen to look with some sym
pathy on the amendment to be offered by the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. JoNES], chairman of the Agriculture Com
mittee. The bill will still be an excellent bill for the sugar 
farmers and workers of the United States of America. It 
will be fair to the sugar companies and sugar refineries, too. 
In other words, I believe that we can agree that certainly 
the bill will not be destroyed by the elimination of the spe
cial requirements and restrictions now imposed upon Puerto 
Rico and Hawaii. 

I hope that we will pass the bill, but will eliminate un
reasonable discrimination against Hawaii and Puerto Rico. 

Mr. HOOK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. PETERSON]. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gen
tleman from Florida. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is recognized for 8 
minutes. 

1\fr. PETERSON of Florida. Mr. Chairman, at the outset 
I want to compliment the committee and its members on 
their patience and hard work. They have had all types of 
problems. The question of beet-sugar quotas, cane-sugar 
quotas, offshore quotas, and then the question of refiners and 
the question of Florida and Louisiana in their disputes with 
reference to their particular quotas. They have worked hard 
and they have been courteous in the hearings. They have 
had a large undertaking. 

I take this opportunity to commend the chairman of the 
committee, our colleague the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
JoNES], and the chairman of the subcommittee, our col
league the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. CUMMINGS], for 
the untiring effort they have devoted to this particular bill. 
[Applause.] 

I want at this time to bring to the committee our peculiar 
problem in Florida. Florida cannot get justice upon a his
torical basis or a quota based upon that, so I am not finding 
fault with the committee, but I am voicing fear of the way 
we may be treated by the Department of Agriculture. For 
a long period of time, as my colleague the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. WrtcoxJ told you, the Everglades of Florida 
were not productive. By reason, however, of funds expended 
by local interests and the Federal Government, it is now 
known to be one of the most productive areas in the world. 
We can produce cane as cheaply as many of the offshore 
areas. We can produce it as cheaply as it is produced in 
Puerto Rico, we can produce it as cheaply as Hawaii pro
duces it, and nearly as cheaply as Cuba. At the same time, 
however, we pay a better wage, a minimum wage of around 
$2.70 a day, plus housing and other benefits. This great 
producing area has rapidly come to the front in the last few 
years and could produce a great portion of our sugar needs 
if allowed to. 

We are merely asking-and at the proper time an amend
ment wm be proposed-we are merely asking that we be 
allowed to sweeten our own coffee, so to speak. The quota 
allotted to us is only about 40 percent of the consumption 
of the State of Florida. It seems only fair that we shoUld 
be allowed to expand. I am opposed in principle, of course, 
to quotas in continental United States. I think that we 
shoUld be allowed to produce at least as much as we can 
consume in this country. Let us at least feed our own 
people. 

I realize in the case of CUba that the reason concessions 
were made under the reciprocal-trade agreement was be
cause it was hoped that they in turn might trade with us. 
Let me call to the attention of the committee, however, the 
fact that Florida trades with a great portion of the United 
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States, that a great number of the things we use in Florida 
are shipped in there from other sections of the United 
States. I have assembled a few figures which may be of 
interest to you as showing that we are entitled to considera
tion, figures which show that we spend more money in a 
single year in other sections of the United States than some 
foreign countries. 

In 1935 Florida consumed in foods not produced in Flor
ida, canned goods, poultry products, confectioneries, meats, 
grain, and apples and bananas to the value of $97,391,000. 
She used general merchandise manufactured elsewhere and 
shipped to Florida worth $45,323,000. Men's and women's 
apparel, ready-to-wear clothing, shoes, furs, yard goods 
and cloth cost Floridians another $29,178,000. Its auto
mobiles :flattened Florida's purses to the extent of $69,818,-
000, and the gasolines and oils to run them another $35,-
549,000. 

Household supplies and furniture took $22,522,000 out of 
Florida for that year. Building supplies, hardware, farm 
implements, paints, glass, electrical appliances, radios, and 
heating and plumbing fixtures $19,188,000 flying to the four 
winds, while Coca Cola, delicacies, drugs, medicines, prescrip
tions, books, bicycles, beer, liquors, tobaccos, sporting goods, 
jewelry, and luggage, none of which is made or processed in 
the State of Florida, cost the people of Florida a sum of 
$72,431,000. 

All in all, people other than residents of Florida were 
enriched in this one year to the tune of $391,282,000. We are 
pretty good customers. How about a little good-neighbor 
policy for our peninsula? 

Mr. SHORT. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. PETERSON of Florida. I yield. 
Mr. SHORT. And when we spend the money for domes

tic products we have both the products and the money. 
Mr. PETERSON of Florida. That is right. I may say 

that there is a great sugar-producing company in my State. 
In turn, people from Michigan, New York, and many other 
States of the Union are interested in this company. This 
company employs labor in my district; and in the section of 
the county where this plant is located there were only 12 
people on relief rolls at one time. 

I am asking that the Congress give us a chance to raise 
the cane and produce the sugar that we use ourselves, a 
chance to let us employ American labor at decent living 
wages. We talk about American standards of living and 
make comparison with offshore areas, but we are forced to 
admit in our hearts that laborers in the offshore areas do 
not live under the same conditions that our laborers do, 
nor do they receive the same wages that ours receive. 

Mr. SHORT. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. PETERSON of Florida. I yield. 
Mr. SHORT. I understand that more than 16,000 work

ers are employed in these sugar refineries in the continental 
United states and that 85 percent of them are organized. 

Mr. PETERSON of Florida. I do not have the percent-
ages as to organized labor. · 

Mr. SHORT. And some 26,000 more men and women are 
employed in auxiliary businesses that cooperate with the 
sugar producers. 

Mr. PETERSON of Florida. That is correct. 
Mr. WOODRUFF. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 

yield? 
Mr. PETERSON of Florida. I yield. 
Mr. WOODRUFF. The gentleman referred to the fact 

his State was not pennitted to raise the sugar it consumed. 
I may say, and I regret the conditions are such I can say it, 
there are not more than one or two sugar-producing States 
in the Union that are permitted to grow the amount of 
sugar consumed, which is a very unfortunate situation. 

Mr. PETERSON of Florida. It ought to be corrected. _ 
Mr. WOODRUFF. It should be the business of Congress 

to develop that American industry to the point where we 
can raise a very substantial amount more than we do raise. 

Mr. PETERsON of Florida. The gentleman is correct. 
Mr. Chairman, I may say it would be interesting to show 

the comparative cost of production. The average cost is 

Hawaii 3.005, the Philippines 2.466, CUba 1.857, and Florida 
2.556. 

The question may be asked, Why can we not go on the 
historic basis? As I told you before, we started planting 
down there. The land had been drained, the dikes built, 
the company organized, but it ran into financial difficulty. 
It was reorganized, then the quota system came along. Over 
5,000 acres had to be plowed under, more than $1,250,000 
was paid not to produce. Our people do not want bene
fit payments. They want the right to plant, to market. The 
American market belongs to the ~erican farmer, the 
American laborer, and the American manufacturer. Give 
us a chance. We will develop a great industry. We will 
be a safeguard against a lack of sugar in time of war. We 
are the greatest consumer of sugar per capita in time of 
war. The Federal Government by assisting in fiood control 
has enabled the cultivation of land more fertile than the 
Valley of the Nile. American initiative has developed a 
cane that will witpstand cane borer and mosaic disease. 
Shall all this be for nought? It shall not be. It must 
not be. Give Florida the right to sweeten its own coffee. 
[Applause.] 

Mr. HOOK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gen .. 
tleman from New Jersey [Mr KENNEY]. 

Mr. KENNEY. Mr. Chairman, this is a bill that is de .. 
sired by the various States and Territories and offshore 
areas, and, so far as I can see, there is no discrimination 
whatever in it. It is just a fair bill, fair to all concerned, 
and, if there is any discrimination, that discrimination is 
against the States of the United States. 

The consumer will benefit, the producers will benefit, and 
the refining industry will reap benefit. 

When the committee undertook to hand out quotas it gave 
Cuba more than it was entitled to, a reason being that CUba 
had built up its capacity and, in order to stabilize the Cuban 
condition, a generous quota was given to it, far more gener
ous than should be allowed, but our generosity will make 
for stabilization there. Besides, this liberal quota allotted 
Cuba gave our approval, which should not be given, to the 
policy of American capital going down into Cuba, the island 
possessions, and abroad into foreign countries and there 
establishing manufacturing plants to take advantage of 
cheap and low-cost labor at the expense of the labor of the 
United States. So, the Philippines got better treatment 
than they deserve. Puerto Rico got all it was entitled to, 
and so did Hawaii. They got everything any just men could 
give them. Hawaii got a quota of raw sugar of which it 
does not complain, and under the bill will have the right to 
refine and send to the States all the sugar that it can now 
refine, this bill permitting them to send here all the refined 
sugar it now has the capacity to produce. Puerto Rico 
raises no objection to its raw-sugar quota, and has the right 
to refine 126,033 short tons of its 798,000 short-ton quota. 
There is in the bill no discrimination against Hawaii and 
there is no discrimination against Puerto Rico. If Hawaii 
and Puerto Rico want to refine sugar in the States of this 
Union they may do so. They can build their factories here 
and pay the same wages that our refineries have to pay for 
labor. There is no discrimination in that respect. They 
can refine in any State without limitation. They have only 
to adopt the same standards, but they do not have the same 
standards, and cannot justly complain. I might favor the 
refining of sugar in Hawaii and Puerto Rico if by doing so 
a fair competition would result. But that would be impos .. 
sible. There could be only one effect-to kill off the refining 
industry in the States, with the loss of employment to their 
citizens. We do not have the world market for refined 
sugar because of our high cost of production. We cannot 
lower our standards to meet the cheap labor of the Tropics. 
We cannot let Puerto Rico or Hawaii any more than any .. 
one else lower our standards of living or put us residing in 
the States out of business. 

If there is any discrimination in this bill it operates against 
the States and not in their favor. There is discrimination 
against Florida and Louisiana. There is discrimination 
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against the refining industry; but whatever discrimination 
there is tends to stabilize the whole industry. 

Perhaps the refining industry of the States has suffered 
most from the discrimination. The refineries of the States 
have been operating at 60 percent of capacity and have even 
now been reduced to 55 percent of capacity. Why did we 
allow Hawaii to refine to the extent of 100 percent of its ca
pacity and leave the refineries of the States to 55 to 60 per
cent of capacity? Certainly the committee did not intend to, 
nor did it, discriminate against Hawaii in making such 
provision. 

If the Jones amendment, which permits refining of the 
entire quota ·of Hawaii and Puerto Rico, is adopted you are 
going to drag down the labor standards of this country and 
in a short space of time transfer the refining industry of 
the country to Puerto Rico and Hawaii. What is happening 
in these islands today? Our manufacturers are making 
dresses and sending them to Puerto Rico to be embroidered 
there at a cost of 10 cents a day for labor. Who suffers? 
Our labor here. Gloves, white and black and all kinds, are 
sent down to Puerto Rico and over to Hawaii to be sewed 
and embroidered at low labor cost and then brought back 
into this country to compete with the product of manufac
turers who pay the higher wages for labor in the United 
States. Shall we allow the islands to destroy our stand
ards of living? Shall they take away our living entirely? 
Shall we surrender our refineries and injure other industries 
that furnish the supplies necessary for the manufacturing 
of the refiners? 

Our refineries buy cotton bags. The gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. MAVERICK] would have his State deprived of that 
benefit. Cuba, Hawaii, and the rest of them buy jute bags 
from Japan at half the cost. Our refineries burn coal from 
Pennsylvania and other States, and oil, which comes from 
the State of Texas. The islands have no need for coal and 
oil for heating purposes. They buy little coal or oil and 
would not buy very much more, if any, if given the right 
of unlimited production of refined sugar. 

Mr. Chairman, there are involved not only 1,200 men who 
are engaged in the sugar-refining business in my district but 
the thousands of others in the industry over the country and 
not only the men and women in the sugar business but the 
men and women who make paper boxes and paper cartons 
not jute boxes or jute cartons and paper not Japanese jut~ 
bags; also, the truckmen and railroad men who handle and 
transport our sugar. 

If you pass the Jones amendment it will mean the be
ginning of the end of the refining industry of this country. 
Without the amendment we will get from Cuba 375,000 
short tons of refined sugar and from Puerto Rico and 
Hawaii we will get over 150,000 short tons of refined sugar. 
If the amendment is agreed to we will get from Puerto Rico 
and Hawaii something like 1,700,000 or 1,800,000 short tons 
of refined sugar, which will wreck our refining industry. 

I stand here as the defender of my people who labor. I 
want them to succeed. I do not want to have to repeat the 
W. P. A. and be forced to other measures like the wage 
and hour bill that is about to come up for consideration. 
These 1,200 constituents of mine, to whom I referred, are 
on strike right now. wanting more money, and a fair wage 
has been paid up home in the refinery. Something like $5 
a day minimum. But due to the increase in prices my 
people want more money, and I think they are justified in 
asking for it. If you pass the bill as it is they will get a 
raise. I have been in contact with the men and their em
ployer and the Labor Department in their interest. If the 
Jones amendment is agreed to the refinery up there will not 
be able to meet the increase for the men as I would like 
a~d is justified, and there will be 1,200 men up in my dis
tnct without jobs. There will be allied ·industries that will 
be hurt in the same proportion. · Gradually you will find 
the sugar refining industry, which has been in the States 
for over 200 years, especially that part of it located along 
the eastern seaboard, totally destroyed. . 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 20 minutes to the Dele
gate from Hawaii [Mr. K!NGJ. 

Mr. KING. Mr. Chairman, first let me express my ap-· 
preciation to the ranking minority Member for giving me 
this time. I may say, in apologizing to the other Members 
who have been restricted to a shorter time, that after all 
Hawaii's proportion of the industry is about one-sixth or 
one-seventh of the total, while each of you individually may 
represent a much smaller proportion than that. I want to 
express my very great appreciation to the chairman of the 
House Committee on Agriculture for the consideration he 
has given me in committee. This matter has been fought· 
out very thoroughly and the committee has reported a bill 
that does not concede the point for which I contended. 
However, I believe there is no impropriety in informing the 
members of this committee that there was a substantial vote 
in the committee in favor of the amendment I proposed, to 
remove subsections (a) and (b) of section 207 the re
strictive sections against the refining of sugar ~ Hawaii 
and Puerto Rico. 

I have already outlined as briefly as possible and with a 
minimum of repetition the general principles for which I 
have contended with reference to this bill, in its applica
tion to Hawaii. The elimination of one subsection will re
move the basis of my objection to the bill as it is now offered 
for the consideration of this body. I understand there will 
be an opportunity to vote for or against the provision that 
as at present written places a legislative ban upon the indus
trial development of parts of the United States in favor of 
an existing monopoly in that particular process. We are, in 
effect, told that we can produce the raw materials of our 
major industry but must not complete the job and produce 
the finished article in its marketable form. 

Now, the justification for this restriction rests on a few 
well-worn arguments. At the time of the first passage of 
the present law, we were producing refined sugar in the 
amount prescribed in the bill-about 30,000 tons-being 
about 3 percent of the total quota allotted us. In other 
words, the situation as it existed at the depth of the de
pression was frozen as emergency legislation, and has now 
become a precedent for permanent legislation. Had no 
emergency legislation been passed, whatever else might have 
happened to our sugar industry, we might now be processing 
a much larger portion of our total production. I grant 
freely that the emergency legislation was of great benefit to 
the sugar industry as a whole, which includes Hawaii's share 
of it. But I wish to call attention to the fact that the 
restriction on refined sugar placed in the original bill was 
not a part of the President's program for the salvation of 
the American sugar industry, but was an industrial 
anomaly in an agricultural measure. May I also note that 
this little joker in the bill to stabilize primarily prices to 
the ~~iginal producers of sugar, beets, or cane, froze 
Hawau at 3 percent, Puerto Rico at 15 percent, Philippine 
Islands at 8 percent, and Cuba at 22 percent. In other 
words, the freezing bore heaviest on an incorporated tax~ 
paying Territory of the United States. 

A second argument is that treating Hawaii as you would 
any other part of the United States will displace a certain 
number of American working men; that the refining in
~ustry on the. Atlantic seaboard is functioning at less than 
Its full capacity and a further reduction in the source of 
supply will require further reduction in the number of its 
employees or the number of hours they shall work. As to 
this. I want to call attention to a statement made by an 
offiCial of. the J?epartment o~ Agriculture that the refining 
of su?ar IS a h1ghly mechamzed process employing a com
parat1vely small number of people in proportion to the total 
value involved. Another point to remember is that Hawaii 
has only recently sold a portion of its raw sugar to the 
refineries located on the Atlantic seaboard. No such sugar 
was sold prior to 1929 and since then a total of approxi
mately. 300,000 tons annually has been distributed over 14 
refinenes. I have here a table showing the amount of 
Hawaiian sugars which the eastern refineries have pro
cessed for the American market from the years 1922-36, 
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segregated as to ports of delivery. No eastern refinery 
worker ever learned his trade nor was any eastern refinery 
ever built because of Hawaiian sugar. 
Shipments of raw sugar produced in Hawaii to eastern and Gulf 

refiners during the 15-year period, 1922 to 1936, inclusive 

Ports and approximate tonnage 

Year 
of~~w Phila:del- Balti- New Or-
York phia more leans Boston 

-----=-------11---------------
Ul22_ ---------------- ---------- None None None None None 
1923_------------------------- None None None None None 
1924 ________________________ None None None None None 
1925------------------------- None None None None None 
1926--------------------------- None None None None None 
1927------------------------ None None None None None 
1928-------------------------- None None None None None 
1929------------------------- None 26,653 10,853 7,059 17,268 
1930 _______________________ None 28,906 20,525 30,978 12, 146 
1931 __ ---- ------------------- None 66,44() 45,410 6,233 48,655 

1932--------------------------- 34,818 138,625 81,878 26,412 69,177 
1933--------------- ------------ 25,026 132,218 71,881 9,997 30,546 
1934--------------------------- 29,399 137,921 81,017 8,808 61, 9fJ7 

1935--------------------------- 29,540 101,435 37,848 72,779 35,914 
1936-------------------- 29,801 129,200 61,441 59,047 33,705 

---------------
Average for 15-year period ____________ 9,906 S0,760 ZJ,390 14,754 20,621 
Average for 5-year 

period, 1932-36 ________ 29,717 127,880 66,813 35,409 46,250 

The trade of the eastern refineries was with the Cuban 
raw-sugar producers, and the gradual restriction of the 
Cuban raw-sugar importations and the displacement of this 
sugar by beet sugar and by sugars from other sources, but 
not from Hawaii, have been the occasion of the gradual 
reduction in the maximum functioning of the east coast 
refineries. 

It is now proposed to secure them in their employment by 
continuing a marketing practice of reeent origin and of com
paratively small volume. It should also be noted that the 
processing of Hawaiian sugar in Hawaii would give employ
ment, perhaps, in equal numbers to other American citizens 
and that the handling of the Hawaiian product delivered to 
marketing ports will continue to employ many thousands. 
I have read a resolution adopted by a labor council in the 
Northwest, urging the removal of this restriction because 
it means to the American workers of that area an increase 
in employiDent. It is difficult to justify an economic trade 
barrier even to obtain for workers security in their employ .. 
ment. I have every sympathy with the concern over the 
situation shown by the workers employed by the Atlantic 
refineries, but I ask them if it is fair to deny to any part of 
the United States its right to develop because of the dis
location of employment in some other section. Did the 
Amoskeag Mills of New Hampshire try to keep their thou
sands employed by denying employment to fellow Americans 
in another part of the United States? In this particular 
case, the maximum who may lose their work because of 
Hawaii would be approximately 350 persons scattered in 14 
or 15 different localities. Surely the refiners could find 
means to overcome this small displacement_ I have here 
a statement from the Department of Interior which shows 
that the refiners have, under the protection of the Jones
Costigan bill, increased the amount of sugar they are proc
essing by over 386,000 tons, an increase greatly in excess of 
the amount of Hawaiian sugars they handle. They have 
received substantial benefits under the existing law, none 
of which will be taken away from them by the removal 
of the restrictions against Hawaii processing its own agri
cultural commodities. 

Curiously, this bill in its present form, while prohibiting Ha
waii from refining its own sugar, does not-and I can hardly 
conceive how it possibly could-require Hawaii to sell its 
sugar to the Atlantic refineries. In other words, the pro
posed effort to maintain an industrial monopoly is ineffec
tive, since Hawaii could refine all of its sugar in San Fran
cisco, where om industry now owns a cooperative refinerY 
and where it now processes about two-thirds of its quota, 

and where it will continue to process the greater amount of 
its quota. So that the displacement of labor which is 
made a great argument in favor of restricting Hawaii from 
refining sugar may even take place under this ban insofar 
as the Atlantic seaboard is concerned. One of the state
ments issued by the American Cane Sugar Refining Asso· 
ciation admits this, but states that they are satisfied, pro
vided Hawaii is forced to process its crop on the mainland, 
and that the association will be perfectly satisfied if we do 
refine all of our sugar in our own cooperative refinery in 
Crockett, even at their expense, provided we are barred 
from doing so in Ha wail. Their championship of their 
employees does not seem very real by this statement. 

Mr. Chairman, one of the other arguments which is ad
vanced against Hawaii is with reference to labor. Those 
who have been to Hawaii know that there is no basis for 
the criticism and the statements which have been made 
against Hawaii on the question of labor. We supply to the 
people in the Territory of Hawaii who are employed in the 
sugar industry year-round employment. When I say "we" 
I speak as a citizen of Hawaii, for, as a matter of fact, I 
am not directly interested in the sugar industry and own 
neither stock nor land in connection with it, nor do I have 
any direct revenue from that industry. There is no sea· 
sonal layoff. Their rates of pay are based on the fact they 
may work every working day in the year. We pay them on 
a basis sometimes of piecework, sometimes of cultivation 
contracts, and sometimes a straight day wage. The average 
of the field labor runs around $10.92 a week, plus perqui
sites, which the Department of Labor has evaluated as 
being worth $28 a month. 

The Department of Labor in 1929 made a survey of labor 
conditions in the Territory of Hawaii. I have had this book 
quoted against me, but when you read the book and verify 
the statements that are quoted you find that they have 
been distorted or taken away from the text to give a dif
ferent version of the facts. This book states that the aver
age full-time earnings per week were $10.92, and there is a 
little note in connection with that figure which states that 
this is "per day for adults at basic rates and with bonus, 
but not including perquisites-rental value of houses, value 
of fuel, water, medical and hospital service for sickness or 
accidental injury of any kind-furnished to employees by 
plantations without any charge to employees. The value 
was estimated at $28 per month, or $1 per day." 

This is the average of the agricultural field labor. 
On the other hand, the skilled labor and the artisan labor 

that might be employed in a refinery, if one were erected, 
would get the scale of wages as listed on page 31 of the 
report: 
~achinists (a day)------------------------------------ $6-$6.25 
Blacksmiths (a day)---------------------------------- 4. 50 

$185 a month being the average monthly salary of these classes. 
VVelders (a day)-------------------------------------- $10 
Carpenters (a day)----------------------------------- $2.50- 4 
Locomotive engtneers--------------------------------- 110-125 
~uxses----------------------------------------------- 125-135 
Steann-plow engineers--------------------------------- 75 Sugarboiler_______________________________________ 200 

PoliceDruan-------------------------------------------- 140 
11rnekeepers------------------------------------------ 175 
Electricians------------------------------------------ 175-270 
Chenlist---------------------------------------------- 200 
liead chenUst---------------------------------------- 200 
Pump engineer and electrician------------------------ 600 
E£ead carpenter--------------------------------------- 400 
~istant carpenter___________________________________ 190 

All of this being in addition to the perquisites of a home 
and all of this comprising year-round employment. 

Mr. HEALEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. KING. For a question; yes. 
Mr. HEALEY. Does the gentleman contend that skilled 

labor is employed in a refinery? 
Mr. KING. I, frankly, do not know enough about the 

personnel employed in 31 refinery to answer, but I am giving 
you the scale of wages and, certainly, the type of labor that 
would be employed in a refinery would not be the agricultural 
labor that gets a lower scale of wages. 
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Mr. HEALEY. Most of the persons employed in a refinery 

we term common labor in my State and they are paid 65 
cents an hour as a minimum. 

Mr. KING. Common labor in Hawaii would probably start 
with $4 as a base pay, including bonus and value of per
quisites. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. KING. I yield. 
Mr. CRAWFORD. Does the gentleman think a man could 

work as a sugar boiler who was not a skilled man? 
Mr. KING. I had thought. not. 
Mr. CRAWFORD. Do you think he could run an evap

orator if he were not skilled? 
Mr. KING. I would not think so. 
Mr. CRAWFORD. Does the gentleman think he could 

run the centrifugal machines or conduct any of the other 
technical operations in a refinery if he were not a skilled 
man? 

Mr. KING. I would not think so. 
Mr. HEALEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield 

further? 
Mr. KING. I am sorry, Mr. Chairman, but I do not want 

to get into a controversy here. Everybody else has had a . 
whack at Hawaii, and I just want a chance to come back 
[laughter] and I hope the gentleman will forgive me if I do 
not yield further. After all, the argument is not germane. 
If the law is right, the question of whether we pay or do 
not pay our labor a just rate of wages is something that 
comes under another law. That would come under the Na
tional Labor Relations Board or under the new wage law we 
are considering, and I will digress from the subject at this 
point to show the history of that law, because the gentle
man from Massachusetts [Mr. HEALEY] was evidently under 
the impression we did not come under that law. The bill 
was introduced by our late colleague, Congressman Con
nery, of Massachusetts, on May 24, and on May 26, to show 
you how determined I am that in all respects, benefits, and 
burdens alike, Hawaii should share equally with the States, 
I addressed a letter to him shortly before he died, calling 
attention to the fact that by definition the bill was restricted 
to the 48 States of the Union and the District of Columbia. 
I asked him to change it because Hawa.ii expected to accept 
whatever wages and hours were prescribed for the mainland. 
Unfortunately, he died before he could answer my letter, but 
the letter was taken up by the joint committee and the bill 
as introduced in the Senate by Senator BLACK had the cor
rection made. I wrote to the present chairman of the Com
mittee on Labor, and Chairman NoRTON verified the state
ment that the Committee on Labor had accepted the Senate 
bill as a substitute for the House bill and the language of 
the bill included the States, Territories, and possessions. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. KING. Yes; I am glad to yield to my colleague, the 

gentleman from Kansas. 
Mr. HOPE. The gentleman will recall that when the 

original sugar bill was introduced in the House, it had some 
very drastic provisions with reference to fi~ld labor, and 
particularly against child labor, and the gentleman will re
·call that the domestic beet producers offered considerable 
objection to those provisions. I would like to ask the gentle
·man whether those representing Hawaii offered any objec
tion to those provisions at that time. 

Mr. KING. I appreciate the gentleman's asking me the 
question because he is familiar with the situation. The rep
resentatives of the Hawaiian sugar interests came before 
the committee and stated that they accepted the provisions 
in toto, as they had those incorporated in the present act, 
and stated that they would cooperate with the Department 
of Agriculture in the enforcement of any labor restrictions 
as to hours, wages, employment of women or children that 
the Department of Agriculture might wish to prescribe. It 
was at the instance of representatives of the beet industry 
that the restrictions in H. R. 7667 have been ameliorated 
for the benefit of the beet industry with respect to labor 
conditions. 

Mr. LANZETTA. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. KING. I yield. 
Mr. LANZETTA. Is it not a fact that Puerto Rico took 

the same stand with respect to such labor restrictions? 
Mr. KING. Absolutely, and that is another thing that 

destroys this argument as to the un-American conditions 
with respect to labor, because under this bill you give the 
Secretary of Agriculture authority and power to enforce fair 
labor standards in the sugar industry of the United States. 

Now, another point has been raised with respect to flood
ing the American market. I am really astonished at the 
Members of the Congress who will refer to this subsidy to 
Hawaii, to this great gift granted the Territory of Hawaii. 
Even the very distinguished gentleman, whom we all re
spect and admire immensely, the gentleman from Texas, 
the chairman of the Rivers and Harbors Committee, made 
that point. Hawaii consists of eight islands and you can
not do any business in Hawaii unless you have harbors. 
Our harbors have been improved under the National River 
and Harbor Act. Following appropriations by successive 
sessions of the Legislature, the Federal Government has 
spent millions of dollars on our harbors, but in the case of 
Hawaii we have never been exempted from the 50-50 quota. 
Out of those harbors comes a tremendous amount of freight 
which is carried in American bottoms, and, in fact, it is the 
principal business that keeps the American flag afloat on the 
American merchant marine in the Pacific. 

The United States Treasury collects in the port of Hono- • 
lulu $1,000,000 a year in tariff customS. So it is one of the 
major seaports under the American flag. You do not sub
sidize Hawaii when you allow it to raise sugar to enter into 
interstate commerce beyond its own needs. Where is my 
colleague from Wisconsin [Mr. Bon.EAu]? His State raises 
an excess of milk and butter products, and it sells these 
products to the citizens of Alabama, where they raise an ex
cess of cotton and sell it to the citizens of Wisconsin. That 
is not a subsidy,. and it is not a subsidy when we raise an 
excess of sugar and sell it in the American market. We are 
doing what we are entitled to as American citizens, and what 
every other American citizen is entitled to do and is doing. 

Otherwise we would go back to Bret Harte's busted mining 
camp, and make a living out of taking in each other's wash
ing. Take the matter of automobiles, from the State of the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. WooDRUFF], and cotton from 
the South, and foodstuffs, all of which we buy from other 
parts of the United States. Take the matter of rice. Our 
people eat, among other foodstuffs, a good deal of rice, and 
we consume practically two-thirds of the rice crop of Cali
fornia. We buy it in Hawaii with the money that we make . 
out of the sale of sugar in the American market, and the 
merchandise we buy from the mainland of the United States 
exceeds that which is boUght in the course of foreign com
merce by any except six of the major nations of the world. 

As to flooding the market, I obtained authority to insert 
in the hearings ·on sugar before the special subcommittee a 
chart showing the production of sugar by areas for the past 
30-odd years. It is a very illuminating table, on pages 78 
and 79 of the hearings, because if you go down the line of 
years you will see that Hawaii raises from 12 to 15 percent of 
the total consumption of sugar in the United States. We 
have never gone away up and never gone away down. Beets 
started practically at zero, and is now 22 percent. I have 
no objection to that. It is an American industry and I am 
perfectly satisfied if they could go as far as 50 percent. 

Mr. WOODRUFF. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. KING. Yes; I shall be glad to do so. 
Mr. WOODRUFF. I recognize the fact qUite as fully as 

does the Delegate from Hawaii that the citizens of those 
islands are just as much citizens of the United States as 
are the citizens of the State of Michigan, and they are en
titled to all of the rights and privileges granted to any citizen 
of the United States, regardless of where he may find himself. 

Mr. KING. Before answering the gentleman from Mich
igan, Mr. Chairman, it is very obvious from this table that it 
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is not Hawall that has been flooding the American market. 
We have increas~d in production in proportion to the in· 
crease in consumption. · 

In answer to the gentleman from Michigan, I realize his 
point clearly. He feels that a restriction on a quota which 
would -prevent the three factories in his district from func· 
tioning is a restriction on refined sugar. I leave it to you 
that there is a fundamental difference between laying a 
quota restriction on an industry and in saying that of the 
quota you produce you may process only a small percent, in 
this case only 3 percent. No mainland producing area is 
barred from refining its entire quota allotment. I do believe 
there is a fundamental difference, although I recognize the 
gentleman disagrees with me, and he feels it keenly because 
Michigan has a limited quota, only enough to keep one fac
tory going, and he feels it is a discrimination or restriction on 
refined sugar. I disagree with him on that point. Hawaii is 
allowed a quota of 938,000 tons, a substantial reduction, to 
share with other producing areas in providing for an in
creased quota for the Louisiana and Florida area. Then we 
are told that we can process only 3 percent of that allowed 
quota. 

Mr. WOODRUFF. The gentleman will agree that if his 
proposal is put into the law and extended, as it undoubtedly 
yvill be extended, that the net result of it will be that we 
have by legislation destroyed an industry in this country, de
priving American citizens living in this cquntry of oppor
tunity to work in order that you may set up another indus-

• try of a like character within the islands, and afford labor 
for your own people. · 

Mr. KING. No; I do not agree. I am sure the gentleman 
missed my opening statement. The question of whether we 
refine or do not refine our sugar does not affect the quota 
of the beet-sugar people one iota. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the Delegate from Hawaii 
has exi>ired. 

Mr. DEROUEN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman from 
Michigan yield to me? . 

Mr. HOOK. I yield to the gentleman from Louisiana. 
Mr. DEROUEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con

~ent to insert at this point a statement from the Louisiana 
delegation on the sugar bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 
Mr. DEROUEN. Mr. Chairman, I would ask unanimous 

consent to submit at this point a statement that has been 
prepared by the entire House Delegation from my State, 
composed of my colleagues, J. 0. FERNANDEZ, PAUL H. 
MALONEY, ROBERT L. MOUTON, OVERTON BROOKS, NEWT V. 
Mn.LS, JoHN K. GRIFFITH, RENt L. DERoUEN, and A. 
LEoNARD ALLEN, relating to the Jones sugar bill that is now 
under discussion. 

Mr. Chairman, we believe it is highly desirable and, in
deed, necessary that some form of legislation for the con
trol of supply and demand of sugar be enacted if the in
dustry iS to exist in a reasonably profitable manner and, at 
the same time, furnish to the consumer an uninterrupted 
adequate supply of sugar with a fair price. We believe that 
this bill with its main provisions is calculated to bring such 
results and is in accord with the recommendations of the 
President as on February 26, 1937, in his message to Con
gress the President stated: 

I, therefore, recommend to Congress the enactment of the 
sugar-quota system and its necessary complements which Will 
restore the operation on which the Jones-Costigan Act was based. 
In order to accomplish this purpose, adequate safeguards would 
be required to protect the interest of each group concerned. 

The sugar industry has had its ups and downs and was 
like all other commodities when the depression came along, 
on the verge of ruin, thereby causing losses in investments, 
1n lands and machinery and buildings; losses to farmers 
and losses to laborers. It needed something that would 
require stabilization of prices and orderly marketing of the 
product and to accomplish this with an equitable program 
for the variOUS interested groups was quite a complicated 

problem. However, the enactment of the Jones-Costigan 
law with its protective provisions, which law expires this 
December, brought an orderly movement into the sugar in
dustry, permitting various interested groups to conduct 
their business on a sound basis which carried its beneficial 
effects to the farmers as well as the laborers. The bill now 
under discussion is for the purpose of continuing this pro
gram for another 3 years. As it has been perfected, it is an 
improvement. Of course, the main feature of the bill is 
the question of quotas. The overproduction of sugar in 
off-shore areas makes this essential. So the farmer could 
obtain a reasonable price for his product it was necessary 
that the quota system be inaugurated and to effect a quota 
system it was also necessary to control acreage. Therefore, 
there had to be some compensating requirements to the 
farmer for his curtailment of acreage and, to take care of 
this feature, there is a small processing tax placed upon 
the manufacture of sugar. 

The question of quotas has been one that has been very 
difficult to adjust. We feel as other producing areas that we 
are entitled to a larger quota than is provided in the present 
bill. However, realizing the necessity of this legislation we 
are accepting the compromise quotas as fixed in this present 
bill. The various groups that have been supplying sugar to 
the consumer of continental United States and who have 
been accorded consideration and treatment in this bill 
reckoned on past performances are the cane and beet pro
ducers of continental United States; cane producers of 
Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and Virgin Islands, and the cane pro
ducers of the Philippines and Cuba, and the refiners of off
shore raw sugar in continental United States. In the quotas 
as provided in this bill each one of these groups have been 
given consideration and allotments. While it is quite proba
ble that no one group is entirely satisfied as they could pro
duce more than the quota assigned, which is our case in 
Louisiana, it is a fact that each of the producer groups has 
been given consideration in keeping with the President's 
recommendations wherein he stated "that adequate safe
guards would be required to protect the interest of each 
group concerned." This applies not only to the grower of 
cane and beet in continental United States but also to the 
refiners. The refining of sugar in continental United States 
is quite an industry and employs many; the investments are 
large and we believe that no offshore sugar should come to 
United States in consumption form; that this particular 
business should be given to our own investors who have the 
equipment to do the work and the laborers who need the 
work. However, we are accepting the compromise on this 
particular feature as well as the others. 

The State of Louisiana has been growing sugarcane for 
the past 185 years on certain lands particularly adapted to 
the growing of cane. We have in 1937 in our state 240,000 
acres of land in sugarcane for sugar cultivated by 12,000 
farmers. In this industry, besides, we have 71 sugar houses 
and have six refiners. The industry employs approximately 
43,000 heads of families. The investment reaches into large 
figures and means much to the welfare of the community 
as employers •of laborers and taxpayers, all of which only 
makes us deeply concerned in the welfare of the industry. 
We appreciate its usefulness and its value to our citizenship 
as a whole, and, therefore, we can fully appreciate the prob
lem and its needs in the other sugar-producing areas, with 
which we are in entire sympathy. We believe it is to the 
interest of the American citizen that the sugar industry of 
continental United States be protected and not traded off 
for any imaginary values that may appear for other com
modities. It must be remembered that of our thousands of 
acres in continental United. States that are in cane and beet 
production, that to take this acreage out of such production 
would mean the acreage would have to go into production 
of corn, wheat, or cotton, of which there is now an over
supply, and this would not only add · an increased supply o! 
these commodities but would take from the sugar-producing . 
areas in continental United States the- buying power tha.ti 
they receive now from the sugar industry and which mone~ 
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is spent liberally in th~ oth€r States for various sundry sup
plies. We believe the principle of tbir legislation is eco
nomically sound because it was so proven by the experimen
tation we have had with the Jones-Costigan bill, which this 
legislation patterns. 

We trust there will be no change in the quota features of 
the continental groups because, if there are, they are bound 
to work an unjust hardship. We also· hope the legislation 
will not be delayed, as we believe this would have a very 
serious and damaging effect to all. We are also conscious 
of the fact of the trying circumstances under which the 
Agriculture Committee has labored to J)roduce the bill that 
is now under consideration. We know they have labored 
diligently and laboriously and have tried to give sympa
thetic consideration to the various interested groups. We 
believe they have recommended a compromise bill that 
should receive the support of this Congress. We want to 
take this opportunity to congratulate them on the splendid 
results they have obtained under the most trying conditions. 

Mr. HOOK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gen· 
tleman from Oklahoma [Mr. MAssmGALEJ. 

Mr. MASSINGALE. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent in this 3 minutes to speak out of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 
Mr. MASSINGALE. Mr. Chairman, I have listened with 

a great deal of interest to the debate on sugar. Knowing 
nothing about it, I have learned. My object in taking the 
floor now is to call the attention of the House to the condi
tion that the farmer in America finds himself in, so far as 
expected legislation is concerned in this Congress. It seems 
that the program is to consider housing and wages and 
hours, and let the farmer go by the board and take his 
chances next January and the succeeding months. To me 
that is a distressing piece of information. If there is a class 
of people in this country, composing 33,000,000 of our popu
lation, who ought to be entitled to some security by legis
lation, it is the American farmer. What I would like to 
see done is for this Congress to stay in session until we can 
yoke the farm program with the work-labor program and 
with the housing program. There is no reason why the 
farmer should not be considered along with those two other 
major matters by the Congress. I would like to join a group 
that would stay -in session until a decent farm program is 
given consideration. If we cannot give it consideration 
during this session, then I believe it would be fair to the 
three major propositions that Congress has to consider, that 
they be postponed until next January; and next January 
we ought to resolve that we will have those matters for 
consideration and they shall have priority over any other 
legislative matter that comes up for the consideration of 
the Congress. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Okla
homa has expired. 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary in
quiry. 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman will state it. 
Mr. MICHENER. May -! inquire how long we expect to 

proceed without a quorum? 
Mr. JONES. We expect just to finish the general debate 

and read one paragraph and then rise. 
Mr. MICHENER. How much general debate is th~r~ 

remaining? 
The CHAffiMAN. There are 22 minutes remaining. 
Mr. MICHENER. The gentleman does not intend to read 

any of the bill? 
Mr. JONES. Just the first paragraph, but not offer any 

amendments. 
Mr. MICHENER. Is it the purpose to :finish the bill 

tomorrow? 
Mr. JONES. Oh, yes. 
Mr. HOOK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 minutes to the gen

tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. HEALEY l. 
Mr. HEALEY. Mr. Chairman, after listening to the vari

ous arguments that have been presented this afternoon I 
LXXXI-526 

think the question resolves· itself down to whether or not 
the Territories of Puerto Rico and Hawaii should be en
titled to the production and refining of sugar for the 
American market without restriction, or whether the quotas 
allotted to those Territories by the provisions of this bill 
are just and equitable. 

This committee has had a big job. It has held hearings. 
They have given very careful consideration and study to a 
very complex and difficult problem in an endeavor to settle 
this very troublesome situation in . a manner that will be 
fair and equitable to all of the various elements concerned. 

The claim of the gentleman from Hawaii [Mr. KmGl 
just presented in such an able maner is that the Territory 
of Hawaii is a possesison under the American flag and no 
discrimination should be exercised against it. In other 
words, that they should be allowed to produce and refine 
sugar for the continental American market without any 
restriction. It seems to me, in view of the facts presented 
here today, showing conclusively that the provisions con
tained in the bill restrict other producing and processing 
areas in our country, that that argument is untenable and 
without force. We have heard various gentlemen from the 
beet-producing sections contend that under the terms of 
the bill their quota is restricted. 

The gentlemen from Florida contend that they are not 
permitted to produce enough sugar to take care of the con
sumption of their State. Then, surely there is not much 
merit in the contention of the gentleman from Hawaii [Mr. 
Knml that the bill discriminates against that Territory. 
No one has contended here today that if the unrestricted 
privilege of producing and refining sugar is extended to the 
Territories that it will not mean practical ruination of the 
refining industry in this country. It "will then mean Ameri
can labor versus poorly paid tropical labor, and our re
finers would be unable to cope with that situation. Hawaii 
and Puerto Rico have the same quotas they always had 
under this bill. They have not been refining countries. 
They do not have extensive refining facilities. New re
fineries would have to be built. The refineries are in this 
country, mostly in the populous centers of our country, in 
New York, Philadelphia, Boston, in the States of New Jer
sey, Florida, Texas, Georgia, and Louisiana, and other sec
tions, where they employ American labor under decent labor 
standards. For instance, in my own state of Massachu
setts there are two refineries employing from 1,500 to 1,800 
men. Both of those refineries are unionized, both of them 
pay union wages. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 additional minutes 

to the gentleman from Massachusetts. 
Mr. HEALEY. They pay 65 cents an hour to common 

labor and maintain a 40-hour week. They pay to the city 
of Boston, for instance, something like $500,000 a year in 
taxes. They have a $3,000,000 pay roll. If you transfer 
this industry to the insular possessions what will happen in 
the continental United States to these American workmen? 
Is it proposed to throw them out of work and add them to 
tile army of unemployed? Do you want to impose a still 
greater burden on our cities? 

In my judgment, Hawaii is being most fairly dealt with 
in this bill. It has the free and unrestricted privilege of 
producing and refining sugar for its own Territorial use and 
for sale in the world market. Under this bill it has re
ceived as fair a deal as it has ever had. 

Mr. SHORT. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HEALEY. I yield. 
Mr. SHORT. Is ·it not a fact that large industrialists and 

international financi~rs in this country who call themselves 
Americans have established and built not only sugar re .. 
fineries but other kinds of factories not only in island pos
sessions, but in foreign countries where labor is cheap in 
order to make their profits? 

Mr. HEALEY. The gentleman is correct, and their prin
cipal purpose is to take advantage of a cheap-labor market 
in those countries. 
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I have the :figures read into the RECORD by the gentleman 

from Hawaii, and I submit they are in no way comparable 
with the wages for persons engaged in similar trades in 
continental United States. 

I know the gentleman is too intelligent and too well 
informed to seriously contend that wage and working con
ditions in Hawaii compare favorably with similar condi
tions in the continental United States. 

I believe he knows that if labor conditions were even 
nearly comparable that refiners in Hawaii would not be able 
to drive our century-old industry from the continent to the 
insular possessions. The gentleman [Mr. KING] makes 
light of the economic dislocation caused by the migration 
of established industries to low-wage areas. I say to him 
and to all the Members that the time has arrived when we 
must take serious notice of these trends and their serious 
consequences to our national economy. 

I trust the Membership of the House will support the 
committee. Its members have worked arduously and dili
gently, and have fairly and justly considered this compli
cated legislation from every angle. In my judgment they 
merit our full support. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] · 
Mr. LANZE'ITA. Mr. Chairman, there has been so much 

talk about discrimination on the floor of the House this 
afternoon that I am beginning to wonder whether Puerto 
Rico and Hawaii are being discriminated against, or whether 
Puerto Rico and Hawaii are discriminating against the 48 
States. What is discrimination? Discrimination is the plac
ing of unusual burdens upon one group of citizens for the 
special benefit of another group of citizens. 

When the gentlemen from Florida, Michigan, Wisconsin, 
and other States complain that they are being discriminated 
against because they cannot raise the quantity of beets or 
sugarcane they would like to raise, I say that their premise 
is false, because that is not discrimination in that the beet-

• and sugarcane-quota burdens in this bill are distributed as 
equally as it is humanly possible on all the citizens of the 
United States. 

Mr. HC-01{. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. LANZE'ITA. I yield. 
Mr. HOOK. Is Puerto Rico subject to the income tax? 

Is Puerto Rico subject to the Social Security Act? Is Puerto 
Rico subject to-

Mr. LANZETI'A. One question at a time, please. If the 
gentleman is going to set the precedent in this Congress 
that the rights and privileges of a State or of a citizen depend 
upon the amount of tax paid, then I say to the gentleman 
that he is setting a dangerous precedent, because tomorrow 
many States of the Union and many individuals who are 
paying the largest amount of taxes may come to this Con
gress and ask for special privileges. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to insert in the 
REcoRD at this point a memorandum from the Department 
of the Interior on the subject of discrimination and exploita
tion of our Territories. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 
The memorandum is as follows: 
A committee of the Department of the Interior, surveying the 

effect of various sugar proposals on the island possessions within 
the jurisdiction of that Department, today reported to Secretary 
of the Interior Ickes: 

"The provisions of H. R. 7667, discriminating against Hawaii, 
Puer:to Rico, and the Virgin Islands in the matter of refined sugar, 
are m complete violation of traditional American policy and of 
basic American principles. 

"First, these discriminatory provisions establish trade barriers 
within the United States. These provisions establish that a cer
tain part of the Union may not manufacture, may not process the 
products of its soil. This discrimination against one part of the 
Union is established not merely in favor of another part of the 
Union-in itself an unjustifiable performance. It establishes dis
criminations against parts of America, inhabited by American citi
zens, in favor of a few mainland companies already highly privi
leged by this legislation. As a precedent, this kind of discrimina
tion is unthinkable--and because it was introduced without the 
admin.i.stration's approval 3 years ago in the Jones-Costigan bill 
in an emergency, is no reason for making it a continuing nationai 
policy. 

"Second. These dlscriminattons are eontra.ry to the sptrlt of 
American institutions. They are contrary to contemporary Amer
ican policy by establishing an Old World colonialism in America.. 
The essence of Old World colonialism, the colonialism again.st 
which the Colonies rebelled when they declared their independ
ence, was the right of the mother country to exploit those col
lonies, to consider their citizens as occupying a second.a.ry and 
inferior status, and to place economic obstacles in their path 
in favor of commercial interests in the mother country. This 
is still the practice among Old World empires, though to a more 
llmited extent than it was a century and a half ag()-because 
colonies cannot be exploited as ruthlessly now as then. How
ever, it is self-evident that sound statesmanship in the United 
States cannot recognize, cannot permit, the establishment of 
such a continuing policy with us. It has been part of our historic 
process that Territories represented an earlier stage of political 
development, and that during that period of development their 
lack of voting strength in the Congress was not to be taken ad
vantage o_f to penalize them, but, on the contrary, should entitle 
them to the fullest protection from the entire Congress. Be
cause Hawall and Puerto Rico have no vote in the Congress 1s 
not only not a reason for discriminating against their products 
and imposing restrictions upon them against which they cannot 
retaliate, but it is a valid reason for insuring them protection at 
the hands of the entire Congress. The Congress itself is looked 
to by American citizens in Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin 
Islands to insure them equal treatment." 

Mr. LANZETI'A. The thing that the gentleman from 
Massachusetts spoke about a moment ago is the very thing 
that caused the trouble between England and the Colonies 
in 1776. England at that time took the stand that the 
citizens of . the mother country should have special rights 
and privileges to the detriment of the citizens who resided in 
the Colonies. When we discriminate against Puerto Rico 
and Hawaii by restricting the production of refined and 
direct-co~umption sugar in these Territories we are doing 
the same thing that caused a great deal of the trouble 
between England and the Colonies. 
· Much ~as also been said about how fair we have been to 
Puerto Rico and Hawaii. Well, now, let us look at the 
other side of the story and see how fair Hawaii and Puerto 
~ico have been to us? I want to call the attention of the 
Members of this House that in the last 10 years Puerto Rico 
alone has purchased over $900,000,000 worth of goods from 
us, while Hawaii has purchased an almost similar amount. 
I say that this is something that the Members of Con
gress should ponder over, before talking about how fair we 
have been to these offshore areas. Needless to say the 
purchase of this tremendous amount of goods benefited not 
only the producers but also thousands of workers in con
tinental America. 

Mr. Chairman, I wish to insert at this point certain tables 
which show the various benefits received by Puerto Rico 
and Hawaii. as compared to those received by the States. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
<Mr. LANZETI'A asked and was given permission to re

vise and extend his own remarks in the RECORD.) 
Total regular and emergency Federal aid, by States, for fiscal year! 

1934, 1935, and 1936 1 

Total emergency aid 

.Total grants 
direct to Payments to Total 

State States for Total grants individuals Total per 
regular Fed- direct to under Agri- capita 

eralaidl States a cultural .Ad-
justment .Ad-
ministration 

.Alabama.. _______ $14,870,426.89 $91.971,242.90 $34,539,085.87 $141,380.755.66 $49.37 

.Al~a__________ 374,829.02 3, 828,142.69 -------------- 4, 202,971.71 67.79 

.Arizona_------- 6, 749, 144. 62 32,895,023. 90 3, 401, 563. 51 43, 045, 732. 03 106.02 

.Ar~~-------- 11, 720, 772. 50 78, 830, 306. 77 40, 305, 611. 54 130, 856, GOO. 81 M.68 
Califorma_______ 23,832, 197.64 293,647,881.84 16,343,323.44 333,823,402.92 55.10 

1 Compiled from reports of the Treasury Department, the Reconstruction Finance 
Corporntion, and the Agriculturnl Adjustment Administration. 

1 Regular .Federa.l aid includes ~ayments for (1) agricultural experiment stations, 
(2) cooperat~ve a~nc?ItlJ.!lll extension work, (3) national forests and fire prevention, 
(4) cooperative distribution of forest planting stock, (5) cooperative construction of 
rural ~t roads, (6) ~ederal-aid .highway systems, (7) colleges for agriculture and 
mecharuc arts, (8) Mineral Leasing .Act, (9) certain special funds, (10) cooperative 
vocational education (11) Reclamation Service, (12) U. 8. Employment Service 
(13) State marine schools, (14) education of ~he .blind, (15) National Guard, (16) 
Federal Water Power .Act, (17) State and Temtorial homes for disabled soldiers and 
sailors, and (18) social security. 

a Emergency expenditures include: (1) National Recovery .Act, highways funds 
(2) Federal Emergency Relief .Administration grants, (3) Public Works .A~ 
tration grants, (4) Works Progress Administration grants, {5) Reconstruction Fi
nance Corporation disbursements for relief and work relief, and Puerto Rico Relief 
Administration grants. 
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Total regular and emergency Federal aid, by States, for fiscal years 

1934, 1935, and 1936---Continued 

Total emergency aid 

Total grants 
direct to Payments to Total 

State States for Total grants individuals TJtal per 
regular Fed- under Agri- capita 

eral aid direct to cultural Ad-States justment Ad-
ministration 

Colorndo ________ $9,716,568.51 $75, 246, 94.2. 67 $18,327,717. ~ $103,291,228.62 96. 90 
Connecticut _____ 5, 848, 744..17 55, 206, 7i9. 18 2, 420, 976. 75 63, 416, t'lO. 10 36.61 
Delaware ________ 2, 237, 61!. 52 7, i67, 387. 4.8 (SQ,356. 65 10, 1.85, 358. 65 39.33 
District of Co-

lumbia__ ______ 1, 762, 462. 93 29, 472, 4.63. 81 -------------- 31, 2M, 926.74 50. 46 
Florida __________ 8, 419, 585. 29 83, 862, 685. 59 3, 667,340.62 95, 949, 611. 50 58.43 

~~~~---~======= 
9, 337, MO. 31 96, 140, 521. 53 35, 356, 057. 98 140, 834, 219. 82 46.02 
3, 146, 690. 04 9, 316, 413. 59 13, 362, 938. 60 25, 826, 042.. 23 65. 88 

Idaho ___________ 6, 4Ql, 04.5. 71 30,3&4,347.10 14, 244, 543. 09 50, 999, 935. 90 105.15 
Illinois_--------- 22, 804, 816. 89 370, 519, 548. 02 69, 455, 877. 06 462, 780, 241. 97 58. 99 Indiana _________ 16,711,414.73 126, 231, 584. 01 42, 743,479. 16 185,686,477.90 53.68 
Iowa ____________ 11, 935, 975. 34 66,055,320.75 113, 700, 747. 71 191, 692, 043. 80 75.38 ·Kansas __________ 9, 340, 303. 56 84, 951, 750. 98 102, 879, 195. 26 197, 171, 249. 80 104.54 
Kentucky _______ 9, 762, 291. 45 69, 025, 915. 93 22, 848, 195. 95 101, 636, 403. 33 35.25 
Louisiana. ______ 7, 730, 048. 24 85, 568, 109. 53 33, 450, 660. 98 126, 748,818. 75 59.73 
Maine ___________ 5, 158,574.64 25, 951, 519. 83 105,242.25 31, 215, 336. 72 36. 59 
Maryland _______ 5 378, 716. 15 63,017, 729. 71 3, 852, 347. 10 72, 248, 792. 96 43.16 
Massachusetts._ 12, 910, 512. 68 224, 227, 302. 50 1, 821, 700. 44 238, 959, 515. 62 54.00 
Michigan_------ 21, 783, 766. M 214, 901, 109. 63 10, 903, 248. 90 247,588, 124. frl 51.76 
Minnesota _____ 12, 724, 292. 79 138, 293, 178. 90 39. 883, 4.84. 37 190, 900, 955. 06 72.4-5 
M!ssissi:ppi__ ____ 14, 437, 225. 93 59, 427, 388. 05 38,267,051.40 112, 131, 665. 38 55.8-i 
Missoun ________ 15, 117, 741. 19 140,448,917.91 52, 261, 578. 92 'lffl, 828, 238. 02 52.50 
Montana ________ 10, 103, 227. 53 48, 060, 577. 17 22, 500, 982. 59 80, 664, 787. 29 151.91 
Nebrnska _______ 8, 316, 2W. 48 57,211,330.06 68, 950, 4(}l 94 134, 477, 938. 48 98.59 
Nevada.---- ---- 5, 376, 376. 85 12, 880, 979. 60 295,657.13 18, 553, 013. 58 185,53 
New Hampshire.. 3, 095, 461. 92 16,431. 967. 74 129,652.31 19, 657, 081. 97 38.70 
New Jersey _____ 10, 146, 218. 72 172, 687' 826. 68 786,975.50 183,621,020.90 42.43 
New Mexico ____ 6, 994, 658. 70 33, 243, 427. 98 4, 598, 365. 04 1844, 836, 451. 72 106. 25 
New York _____ 32, 691, 215. 80 m, 728,602.94 1, 925, 455. 49 12, 345, Z14. 23 62.80 
North Carolina. 13, 187, 132. 03 73,858,105.68 35, 181,027. rn 122, 226, 265. 68 35.36 
North Dakota._ 6, 802, 095. 86 M, 675, 664. 09 49' 512, 4.50. 84 110, 990, 210. 79 157.88 
Ohio.----------- 21. 222, 654. 43 355, 403, 515. 89 33, 716,375. 14 410,342, 545. 46 61.13 
Ok1ahoma ______ 12, 782, 821. 23 101, 227, 046. 30 66, 837, 549. 13 180, 847, 416. 66 71.54 
Oregon _________ 9, 680, 894. 99 H, 047,547.03 9, 645, 686. 17 63,374,128.19 62.31 
Pennsylvania ___ 21. 863, 792. 95 486, 5l0, 356. 56 . 4, 676, 386. 4.7 513,050,535.98 50.62 
Pnerto Rico _____ 4 2, 498, 457. 28 29, 461, 712. 55 14, 218, 756. 40 4 46, 178, 926. 23 '26.51 
Rhode Island ___ 3, 219,943.33 20, 604, 068. 19 61,200.80 23, 885, 21 2. 32 35.07 
South CaroJ.ina_ 6, 165, 754. 19 60, 969, 886. 89 24, 592, 519. 90 91,728,160.98 49.32 
Sonth Dakota ___ 7, 432,672.98 61, 048, 139. 73 38, 790, 670. 18 107,271,482.89 155.02 
Tennessee ____ 10, 499, 274.05 75, 589, 940. 58 22, 159, 182. 20 108,248,396.83 37.80 
Texas_-------- 32, 905, 281. 03 192, 910, 599. 05 158, 131,582.69 383, 947, 4.62. 77 62.77 Utah __________ . 5, 935, 094. 73 36, 519, 995. 34 4, 623, 206. 13 47, 078, 296. 20 91.24 
Vermont ________ 3, 190, 202. 89 9, 978, 703. 86 233,248.07 13, 402, 154. 82 35. 27 
Virginia ________ 9, 931, 872. 22 57, 388, 889_74 8, 671,587.92 75,992,349.88 28.4-5 
Virgin Islat:ds __ 15,049.00 721,928.57 -------------- 736, 9n. 57 33.50 
Washington _____ 9, 905, 510. 87 77, 920, 559. 84 19, 014, 306. 57 106. 840, an. 28 65.03 
West Virginia __ 5, 00, 799. 75 80, 836, 572. 03 1, 172, 348. 51 87, 056, 72.0. 29 47.57 
Wisconsin _______ 14, 948, 282. 40 153, 416, 359. 39 15,273,921.19 183, 638, 562. 98 63.15 
Wyoming _______ 7, 008,698.54 19, 810, 708. 72 4, 063, 734. 77 30,883, 142.03 132.55 

' Does not include $11,258,325.70 ($6.46 per capita) of United States customs, internal 
revenue, and income taxes collected and retained. The total income collected from 
these sources for 38 years totals about $95,000,000. 

Loans and disbursements, Farm Credit Administration and Re
construction Finance Corporations, to Sept. 30, 1936, by States 

State Total 

Alabama .• --------------------------------------------- $73,915,973.93 
Alaska_------------------------------------------------ 347,500.00 
Arizona.---------------------------------------------- 22,972, 219.60 
Arkansas.---------------------------------------------- 77,574,883.57 
California_______________________________________________ 622,559,558.35 
Colorado________________________________________________ 70,016,537.63 
Connecticut___________________________________________ 35,715, 733.89 
Delaware..·-------------------------------------------- 2, 552,765.00 
District of Columbia____________________________________ 30,274,698.00 
Florida------------------------------------------------- 39,288,465.46 

g:_o;~-=-================================================ ~: :: ~i b8 
~giS================================================ ~ ~~: ~: Indiana_------------------------------------------------ 171, 874, 055. 01 
Iowa.--------------------------------------------------- 343,584,964.84 
Kansas.------------------------------------------------- 173,857,050.22 

~~fJ~r========~=======================~===========~~ 1:; i~ ~~: ~ 
Maine·-------------------------------------------------- 81,703,617. 77 
Maryland...--------------------------------------------- 139,451,167.77 
Massachusetts---------------------------------------- 86,632,934.63 
Michigan._--------------------------------------------- 488, 131, 067. 20 

Ei[~r~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::=::::::::::::::==== ~: ~~: i~: ~ 
Montana----------------------------------------------- 66,057, 928.85 
N ebraska---------------------------------------------- ·193, 796, 747.87 
Nevada·------------------------------------------------ 14,589,266.81 
New Hampshire_--------------------------------------- 6, 549, 125.38 
New Jersey--------------------------------------------- 217,715,246.00 New Mexico____________________________________________ 32,652, 772.90 
New York ___ ------------------------------------------- 609,990,415. 50 
North Carolina------------------------------------- 99,696,699.40 
North Dakota------------------------------------------- 180, 749, 699. 10 
Ohio_--------------------------------------------------- 517,882,972.50 
Oklahoma_______________________________________________ 89, 005, 031.31 

Per 
capita 

$25.81 
5.60 

56.58 
38.35 

102.75 
65.68 
20.60 
9.86 

48.91 
23.93 
21.77 
3.14 

ll9. 66 
72.26 
49.69 

135.15 
92.18 
34. 50 
77.64 
95.78 
83.30 
19.58 

102. 06 
85.26 
43.18 
38. 82 

124.40 
142.08 
145.89 
12. 89 
50.30 
77.38 
47.16 
28.84 

257.11 
77.15 
35.21 

Loans and dis1:nLrsements, Farm Credit Administration and Re
construction Finance Corporation, to Sept. 30, 1936, by States
Continued 

State 

Oregon _________________________________ , ________________ _ 
Pennsylvania _________________________________________ _ 
Puerto Rico ____________________________________________ _ 
Rhode Island ___ ------ __________ ------------ ____ --------South Carolina _________________________________________ _ 
Sonth Dakota__ __________________________ _ 
Tennessee ________________ ---- ______ -----_----- ____ --- __ _ 
Tex.as ________ --------------- ------ ------------------- --
U tab ________ --__ ----_-- __ ---- __ --- __ --- __ -------- _____ _ 
VermonL.--------------------------------------------
Virginia ____ ---- __ ------------------ __ -------__________ _ Washington. ________________________ ---_______________ _ 

;:o~~==========~=============================== Wyoming ______________________________________________ _ 

virgin Islands ___ -------------.-------------------------

Total 

$55; 920, 730. 54 
289, 619, 547. 97 
16, 967, 823. 82 
7, 756, 492. 71 

63, 336, 754. 45 
134, 824, 528. 73 
150, 937, 719. 17 
422, 722, 989. 26 
50, 138, 4 73. 92 
33,053, 755. 36 
79, 513, 350. 35 
97, 635, 814. 97 
52, 759, 035. 41 

251, 608, 170.78 
26, 845, 151. 02 

125,000. 00 

Per 
capita 

$54.82 
28.57 

9. 74 
11. 39 
34.05 

194.83 
52.70 
72.38 
97.17 
86.98 
29.n 
59.43 
28.83 
86.52 

115.22 
5.68 

Total per capita regular and emergency Federal aid by States tor 
fiscal years 1934, 1935, and 1936 1 

Total emergency aid 

Total grants 
direct to PaymEints 

Rank State Total States for Total grnnts to individuals 
regular Fed- direct to under 

eral aid J States 3 
Agricnltnral 
Adjustment 

Act 

1 Nevada._---------------- $185.53 $53.76 $128.81 $2.96 
2 North Dakota ___________ 157.88 9.68 77.77 70.43 
3 Sonth Dakota. ___________ 155.02 10.74 88.22 56.06 
4 Montana _________ : _______ 151.91 19.03 90.51 42.37 
5 Wyoming ________________ 132.55 30.08 85.03 17.44 
6 New Mexico._----------- 106.25 16.58 78.77 10.90 
7 Arizona.----------------- 106.02 15.62 81.02 8.38 
8 Idaho. ____ ---·--------- __ 105.15 . 13.20 62.58 29.37 
9 Kansas ___________________ 104. M 4. 95 45.04 54.55 

10 Nebraska ___ ------------- 98.59 6.10 41.94 50.55 
11 Colorado_----- ___________ 96.90 9.12 70.59 17.19 
12 Utah ________ ---------- ___ 91.24 11.50 70.78 8.96 
13 Iowa _____ ---------------- 75.38 4.69 25.98 44..71 
14 Minnesota __ ------------ 72.45 4.83 52.48 15.14 
15 Oklahoma ________________ 71.54 5.06 40.04 26.« 
16 tl:::tc::::::::::::::::: 67.79 6.05 61.74 --------------
17 65.88 8. 03 23.76 34.09 
18 Washington_ _____________ 65.00 6.03 47.43 11.57 
19 

#=:in===~=========== 
64.68 5. 79 38.97 19.92 

20 63.15 5.14 52.76 5.25 
21 

New York _______________ 62.80 2.53 60,12 .15 
22 Texas.------------------- 62.77 5.38 31.54 25.85 
23 

Oregon_ ________________ 62.31 9.52 43.31 9.48 
24 Ohio __ ----------- _______ 61.13 3.16 52. 95 5. 02 
25 

Louisiana ________________ 59.73 3.64 40.33 15.76 
26 Illinois ___________________ 58.99 2.91 47. 23 8.85 
27 Florida _______ ------------ 58.43 5.13 51. f!l 2. 23 
28 MississippL _____________ 55.84 7.19 29.60 19.05 
29 California ____ ---------- __ 55.10 3. 94 48.46 2.70 
30 Massachusetts ___________ 54.00 2.92 50.67 .41 
31 Indiana. __ --------------- 53.68 4.83 36.4.9 12.36 
32 1fissourL _ --------------- 52.50 3.82 35.48 13.20 
33 

Michigan ________________ 51.76 4.55 44.93 2. 28 
34 Pennsylvania._---------- 50.62 2. 16 48.00 .46 
35 District of Colnlnbia ..•..• 50.46 2. 85 47.61 --------------
36 Alabama _________________ 49.37 5.20 32.11 12.06 
37 Sonth Cari>lina.... __________ 49.32 3. 32 32.78 13.22 
38 West Virginia ____________ 47.57 2. 76 44.17 .64 
39 Georgia_----------------- 46.02 3.05 31.42 11.55 
40 

Maryland.. _______________ 43.15 3.21 37.65 2. 30 
41 New Jersey-------------- 42.43 2. 35 39. 90 .18 
42 Delaware ____ ------------- 39.33 8.64 28.83 1.86 
43 New Hampshire.-------- 38.70 6.09 32.35 .26 
44 Tennessee _______ , _________ 37.80 3.67 26.39 7. 74 
45 Connecticut ______________ 36.61 3.37 31. 8-i 1.40 
46 Maine ______ -------------- 36.59 6.05 3Q.42 .12 
47 North Carolina ___________ 35.36 3.81 21.37 10.18 
48 

Vermont _______________ 
35.'Zl 8.40 26.26 .61 

~9 
Kentucky _______________ 35.25 3.39 23.94 7.92 

50 Rhode Island _____________ 35.07 4.73 30.25 .09 
51 V!rg~.Islands----------- 33.50 .68 32.82 --------------
52 

Vrrguua __ ________________ 28.45 3.72 21.48 3.25 
53 Puerto Rico _____________ 26.51 1.44 16.91 8.16 

Do •. ___ -------------_ 4 32.97 --·-·--------- ----------- ------------· 

1 Compiled from reports of the Treasury Department, the Reconstruction Finance 
Corporation, and the Agrienltural Adjustment Administrntion. 

s Regular Federal aid includes payments for: (1) Agricultural experiment stations, 
(2) cooperntive agricultural extension work, (3) national forests and fire prevention, 
{4) cooperative distribution of forest planting stock, (5) cooperntive construction of 
rnral post roads, (6) Federal-aid highway systems, (7) colleges for agriculture and 
mechanic arts, (8) mineral leasing act, (9) certain special funds, (10) cooperative 
vocational education, (ll) reclamation service, (12) U. S. Employment Service, 
(13) State marine schools, (14) education of the blind, (15) National Guard, (16) Fed· 
eral Water Power Act, (17) State and Territorial homes for disabled soldiers and 
sailors, and (18) social security. 

a Emergency expenditures include: (1) N. R. A. highways funds, (2) F. E. R. A. 
grants, (3) P. W. A. grants, (4) W. P. A. grants, (5) R. F. C. disbursements for relief 
and work relief, and (6) P. R. R. A.. grants. 

4 Includes $6.46 per capita of United States customs, internal revenue, and income 
taxes collected and retained. 
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Federal regular and emergency expenditures fCYr Puerto Rico and other areas, years ended June 30, 1934, 1935, and 1936 1 

Year ending June 30, 1934 Year ending June 30, 1935 Year ending June 30, 1936 

Regular Fed- Emergency Total' Regular Fed- Emergency Total 1 Regular Fed- Emergency Total' eral aid aid eral aid aid eral aid aid 

Puerto Rico: 
Direct Federal aid __ $210, 528. 79 $7, 371, 201. 00 $7, 581, 729. 79 $404. 543. 06 $11, 991, 678. 00 $12, 396, 221. 06 $1, 883, 385. ~3 $10, 098, 833. 55 $11, 982, 218. 98 Per capita_ ________ .12 ~.32 4 .. 44 .23 6.96 7.19 1.08 5.80 6.88 
Local Federal revenue_. ------ --------- 3, 340, 741. 31 ------·------- ----·---------·- 3, 615, 224. 66 ---------- -------- 4, 302, 359. 73 
Per capita_-------- ---·-·----- ---------- 1.96 -----·-------- --------------- 2.10 ---------- ------------ 2.4.7 

Grand totaL ____ ------- ---------- 10, 922, ~71. 10 ----------- --------·-·---·-- 16, 011, 445. 72 -------- --------- 16, 284, 578. n Per capita_ ______ ----------·---- 6.40 -----·--- ----------- 9.29 ------- 9. 3.5 
Hawaii: Total _________ 1, 074, 819. 98 2, 2Z7, 967.00 3, 302, 786. 98 680,733.78 3, 854, 013. 28 4, 534, 747. 06 1, 391, 136. 28 3,23~, 433. 31 4, 625, 569. 59 Per capita ________ 2. 79 5.80 8.59 1. 75 9.93 11.68 3.54 8.24 11.78 
Alaska: Total ___________ 77,628.88 559,629.00 637,257.88 88,259.~ 847,950.64 936,220.05 ~.930.73 2,~,563.05 2, 629, 493. 78 Per capita _________ 1.27 9.18 10.45 1.44 13.78 15.22 3.37 39.04 42.U 
Continental United StafRE. 

TotaL ______ --------- 145,855,879.00 1, 668, 633, 038. 00 1, 814,488,918. ()() 68, 326, 625. 00 2, 13-i, 621, 403. 00 2, 202, 948, 028. 00 330, 962, 143. 00 1, 821,422, 144. 00 2, 152, 38~ 286. 00 Per capita ____________ Ll5 13.18 14.33 0.54 16.74 17.28 2.58 14.18 16.76 

t Compiled from reports of the Treasury Department. Does not include benefit payments made to individuals under the Agricultural Adjustment Administration 
program. 

'In the case of Puerto Rico, local Federal revenue includes United States customs Jnternal revenue, and income taxes collected and retained in Puerto Rico. 

Mr. HOOK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from California [Mr. DocKWEILERJ. 

Mr. DOCKWEILER. Mr. Chairman, I have spent the 
whole afternoon listening to the debate on this bill. I 
heard bandied about the word "Americanism this" and 
"Americanism that." I do not think I have to remind the 
East that the United States Government does not maintain 
a consular office in the Hawaiian Islands. It is not a foreign 
country. It is part and parcel of the United States just as 
much as Oklahoma Territory was before it became a State 
or just as much as New Mexico was before it became a 
State. 

When I rise at this late hour, after listening to the splen
did address of the Delegate from Hawaii [Mr. ~al, what 
I have to say may appear more or less as an anticlimax 
to the arguments that may be made against any discrimina
tion whatsoever. I come from the State of California, on 
the Pacific Coast. Our relations with the Hawaiian Islands 
group has been extremely friendly and from the economic 
standpoint extremely valuable. 

Mr. Chairman, there is an attempt in this bill to treat 
the Hawaiian Islands as if they were a colony. We operate 
under a Constitution, as is known by all, which is a con
stricted document. We cannot hope under a constitutional 
form of government to discriminate against our possessions. 

Let us take the State of Oklahoma, for instance. What 
would the people of that State have said before that Terri
tory became a State, being a State that raises considerable 
cotton, if they were told they could process only a certain 
number of tons of cottonseed to make cottonseed oil? I 
wonder how the Alaskans would feel if they were discrim
inated against in a similar manner that this bill discrimin
ates against the Hawaiian Islands. 

After all, Mr. Chairman, I rise in defense of the patri
otism and the truly American spirit demonstrated in the 
Hawaiian Islands, which I have visited. During the World 
War a draft act was passed and under that act the quota 
for the Hawaiian Islands was set at 2,403 troops. However, 
under the first draft act the Hawaiian Islands were not 
compelled to draft any soldiers for the war, because there
tofore there had been volunteer enlistments in the Ameri
can Army of 3,479 troops. 

There was a call for Liberty Loan sales in this country 
during the war. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. HOOK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the 

gentleman from Michigan [Mr. LUECKE]. 
Mr. LUECKE of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, I was not a 

Member of the House at the time the Jones-Costigan Act 
was placed upon the statute books, but if my memory does 
not fail me, at that time 16 mills out of 19 in Michigan 
shut down; but after the enactment of the Jones-Costigan 
Act the greater number of those mills again began opera-

tion. The mill located in my district I think closed down 
for a period of 4 years. 

If we do not enact this bill into law at the present time 
I think it would be very unfortunate. It would be break .. 
ing faith with the farmers who have gone ahead on prom .. 
ises and put in their crops, and drawn up contracts to 
deliver beets to the workers in these beet-sugar mills. I 
have looked this report over from beginning to end and 
I cannot see where the offshore areas are being discrim .. 
inated against. They are left practically the same as they 
were in the Jones-Costigan Act. 

It is said whenever an attempt is made to legislate for 
the benefit of any industry that great harm has resulted. 
usually from a disruption of the price of the product. The 
statistics show that since 1932 the retail price of sugar has 
remained between 5.4 cents per pound and 5.6 per pound, 
a variation of about one-fifth of a cent per pound in 4 
years. That to me discloses the success of this legislation. 
I agree with the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Bon.EAul, 
when he said that we do not go far enough in this bill 
I believe we should increase our quota so far as sugar-beet 
production is concerned. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. HOOK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the 

gentleman from California [Mr. VooRHis]. 
Mr. VOORIDS. Mr. Chairman, I have a rather short time 

in which to develop a whole economic point of view on this 
question, but that is what I have to try to do. I want to 
say, first, I am willing to stay with the gentleman from Okla
homa from now on in order to get legislation passed for the 
benefit of the farmers. I hope that legislation can be funda .. 
mental. I hope it can be based on a full production, plus 
a direct cost-of-production price maintenance for the farm
ers. If it is, it will require likewise adequate protection 
against imports for our staple crops-the crops of which we 
grow-an ample supply to care for all our domestic needs. 

There are a number of gentlemen in the House who have 
spoken many times against the idea of attempting to plan. 
and have criticized rather severely the attempts of this ad .. 
ministration to plan our national economic and social life 
for the welfare of the common people. It is rather interest
ing to observe that nobody has mentioned this argument 
today, in spite of the fact that we have been up to our very 
ears here today in planning for an industry in order to try 
to parcel out the advantages from one group to another. I 
believe that what should have been said is that sugar is a 
special case. I am very much in accord with the opinion 
expressed that we should have the American market for 
American labor wherever American producers are able to 
come within gunshot of a reasonable cost of production. I 
think, under those circumstances, they should be protected 
by a tariff. However, I am thoroughly convinced that the 
sugar question is a special case, and I think it is being dealt 



1937. CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 8339 
with as a special case, or we would not have a special bill for 
it or a town fairly bulging with lobbyists. 

A few facts may illustrate what I mean, American con
sumers have been paying in the past 3 years over $300,000,000 
more for sugar than they would have had to pay had they 
bought it at the world price. In 1934 the Tariff Commission 
found that the total investment in sugar production and 
beet-sugar processing was $700,000,000. It is interesting to 
compare these figures. Profits of the five largest beet refin
ers over a 3-year period just passed have averaged 9 percent 
of the total net worth of these companies. 

The extra cost of sugar all comes out of American con
sumers. It goes partly to American refiners, partly to 
foreign producers and refiners, partly to great corporations 
producing sugar, and a little of it goes to the small-scale pro
ducing farmers of our country and the workers tb.ey hire. 
I believe firmly in protection against the competition of 
sweated foreign labor for every American industry and es
pecially every farm crop which can economically fill the 
American domestic demand. 

But I believe sugar is a special case. I think the gentle
men from Florida pre~ent a very good case. I think, if we 
must have quotas, that the size of the quota should depend 
primarily on how cheaply an area can furnish sugar, pro
vided labor is properly paid in that area. I intend tomor
row to introduce an amendment which points in this di
rection. 

It has been said that we ought to produce all our sugar in 
the United States itself. What I believe we ought to say is 
that we should produce all the sugar in the United states 
which can be produced at a reasonable margin above for
eign costs of production-all the sugar we can produce with
out making of the industry a political special interest-all 
the sugar we can produce without levying an unjust tribute 
on American consumers, who are all the people. I believe 
the consumer has an interest in this legislation which is the 
only interest that has been seriously neglected. 

We started planning our national economic life when the 
first protective tariff was passed. We have got to go on 
now. We will be called upon to plan more and more. But 
we have to be fair and consider every case on its own merits. 
We ·want America to be as nearly self-sustained as she can 
be made without serious economic loss. But we should be 
careful about building up an industry behind a great barrier 
of protection and production limitation when doing so means 
reducing production in other fields in which our Nation 
enjoys a greater advantage, and in which even more em
ployment can be provided. 

It is a question of weighing the gains and losses. Asser
tion of broad sweeping principles seem to be out of place. 
There is a point where the cost of protection of an industry 
becomes prohibitive. That is why we do not grow rubber 
and coffee in the United States. Has that point been 
reached in the case of sugar? This is the maln question 
which needs consideration. 

Mr. HOOK. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from 
Montana [Mr. O'CoNNoR] such time as he may desire. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of Montana. Mr. Chairman, I wish to 
speak today about the need for Congress to pass farm legis
lation at this session which can help the farmers of this 
Nation maintain the gains which they have made under this 
administration. I wish to point out the real need for legis
lation which can be a protection for them against surpluses 
which, in all too short a time, can bring farmers to their 
knees again as they were in 1932 and in early 1933. 

I come from a State where drought after drought has hit 
our farmers. Wheat farming is a principal source of in
come from crops. But in spite of the devastation which 
drought has wrought in Montana, I have no hesitation in say
ing that what the farmers of Montana want, and what I 
know a majority of all farmers want, is enactment of legis
lation which can give them protection, not only when 
drought is burning up their crops, but also protection against 
overwhelming surpluses. 

Against drought damage the proposal for crop insurance, 
which i.s now pending in the House, has the almost unani-

mous approval of the farmers of Montana. I say that this 
is one piece of legislation that should be marked "must" by 
all of us. With this measure, as proposed, farmers can posi
tively insure one-half to three-fourths of their normal yield 
of wheat against loss from any cause. They can do this by 
paying the Crop Insurance Corporation in wheat and receiv
ing wheat back when they have losses. I ask you to con
sider what such a program would mean to a whole area, such 
as eastern Montana, where wheat yields are large in some 
years and almost nothing in others. Think what such a 
plan can mean to farmers in these areas. Think what sucn 
a plan can mean for the cities of this area. But crop insur
ance is more than a purely local matter. Crop insurance is 
as important to the manufacturing interests of the East as 
to the crop areas themselves. Crop insurance means stable 
buying power in the grain areas. It means a lessening of 
the load of relief. It means a stable agriculture;· and as 
such I wish to urge that this Congress enact crop insurance 
into law before any adjournment is considered. 

Crop insurance offers protection against scarcity, but it is 
not intended to meet the problem of surplus. That is the 
problem that all of our agriculture is going to face, sooner 
or later, and I fear it is going to be much sooner than later. 
The promise of crops for this year is abundant. Look at 
futures prices of corn at Chicago for the market estimate 
of what corn will be worth. On July 26 the July corn fu
tures closed at 104% cents a bushel, but the December fu
tures closed at only 72% cents a bushel. The price of oats 
over a good deal of the United States dropped from a fann 
price of 50 cents a bushel to 25 cents a bushel just as soon as 
farmers began threshing this year's crop. That shows what 
a surplus can do to farm· prices. In wheat we have a very 
different situation, but we need only look across the Cana
dian border to see the reason why. Canadian crop losses 
from drought and dust storms are largely responsible for the 
high price of wheat in this country this year. But we cannot 
go on year after year depending upon Canadian crop failures 
to hold up the price of wheat. We must keep our own house 
in order. We must think where we will be if there is no 
Canadian crop failure. We must consider what year after 
year of two and one-half billion bushel corn crops will mean 
to corn prices and eventually to hog prices. 

Our farmers are thinking about these things. They are 
looking to. us to redeem the pledges of the campaign of last 
year to maintain the income of agriculture. I say that this 
administration is committed to the task of maintaining 
agricultural income and prosperity, and failure to enact 
comprehensive farm legislation at this session will be viewed 
by our farmers as a breach of faith. We all know the de
mand for such a type of legislation. The wishes of farmers 
have been made known by their recognized spokesmen. 
President Roosevelt and Secretary Wallace have repeatedly 
emphasized the urgency of the problem. What are we wait
ing for? We have been here for nearly 7 months, and we 
have precious little to show for these months. This is the 
busy season on the farm and farmers do not have time to 
write to us. But they are depending on us. I, for one, say 
that we must not fail. [Applause.] 

Mr. HOOK. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman 
from Wyoming LMr. GREEVER] such time as he desires. 

Mr. GREEVER. Mr. Chairman and members of the 
Committee, the subject of sugar-beet legislation has been 
so fully covered during the committee hearings, which it 
was my pleasure to attend on a great many occasions, and 
during the debate in the House yesterday and today, that 
it seems almost useless to attempt to add anything to what 
has been said; but I do wish to stress the importance of 
the sugar-beet industry to the sugar-producing States. 

In 1936 continental United States produced 26,100,000 
bags of sugar. The crop for that year amounted to more 
than $130,000,0.00. In the irrigated sections of the West, 
which are admirably adapted to beet raising, the sugar-beet 
industry constitutes the largest cash crop. During the years 
1925 to 1936, inclusive, on the Shoshone project in Wyoming 
the average value of potatoes raised was $76.28 per acre, 
while during the same period of time the average of sugar 
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beets produced was $77.43 per acre. I believe that this 
comparison would be true in most of the irrigated sections. 
Sugar beets qualify as a cultivated crop recommended for 
successful rotation and provide valuable livestock feed, the 
sugar-beet industry being a valuable adjunct to the live
stock business. In addition to about 3,700 pounds of sugar 
produced from an acre of beets, the byproducts will produce 
approximately 400 pounds of beef or mutton. The low-cost 
byproducts can be supplemented by feed crops which are 
grown in rotation with the beets. Beets give more than 
twice as much employment per acre as any other crop, and 
according to a study made in one county in Colorado, they 
return more per hour of man-labor than any other crop, 
namely, 94.64 cents. Employment benefits extend beyond 
the farm, too, in the factory pay roll and utilization of 
nearby materials in the sugar-manufacturing process, which 
adds greatly to the stability of business in the community. 

Beet growers in the United States desire legislation pri
marily for the continuance of the sugar quota system, in
cluding benefit payments and a tax on their products for 
the purpose of raising revenue sufficient to pay such bene
fits. In his message to Congress on March 1, 1937, the 
President requested such legislation and recommended that 
the principles of the Jones-Costigan Act should be re
enacted. The quota system instituted under the Jones
Costigan Act has proven to be of tremendous benefit to the 
sugar growers of this country and has resulted in stabilizing 
this industry and making it a profitable one throughout the 
United States. It is a far-sighted, far-reaching policy and 
one which places the American sugar grower in a position 
whereby he will have a stabilized and profitable market, 
with the additional advantage of controlling the price of 
sugar to the extent where it will not be disastrous to the 
consumer. 

Without exception the beet growers of my State are 
fully in harmony with the principle of this legislation; and, 
while the bill is a result of patient compromise, it presents, 
in my opinion, a strong and well-reasoned piece of legisla
tion. 

The charge has been made that because of restriction 
upon the refined-sugar quotas from Hawaii and Puerto Rico 
that this legislation discriminates against these two terri
tories. In all fairness, I do not see how either Hawaii or 
Puerto Rico coUld complain in the slightest of tbis legisla
tion. In 1934 Congress passed the Jones-Costigan bill which 
provided for a quota plan which fixed the value of other 
continental sugar groups and of Puerto Rico and Hawaii at 
near their then existing maximum levels. As I understand 
the Jones-Costigan legislation, it attempted insofar as possi
ble to fix a quota not only of sugar beets and cane sugar to 
be grown in the continental United States and in the insular 
possessions, but thereby also in effect fixed the q'uota as to 
the amount which should be refined in the United States. 
There is no question but what Hawaii and Puerto Rico re
ceived great benefits from this bill. As a matter of fact, as a 
result of the bill Hawaiian sugar received benefits amount
ing to many millions of dollars from the bill on its quota 
of sugar. The same is true of Puerto Rico. As a matter of 
fact, the Jones-Costigan Act in establishing quota limita
tions on production and marketing of sugar for the conti
nental United States did not require Hawaii to reduce her 
previous maximum volume of refined-sugar shipments to the 
continent, but limited her to that maximum. In effect ex
actly this same thing was done in the sugar-beet producing 
areas, because by limiting the quota, necessarily the manu
facturing of sugar was also limited to the areas surrounding 
and available to the beet factories. If the sections restrict
ing the importations of refined sugar were stricken from this 
bill, it would simply mean that Hawaii and Puerto Rico would 
be preferred over the continental United States in that 
regard. 

This bill has been carefully worked out. The committee 
deserves the congratulations and the thanks of the Congress 
for the excellent job which they have done under the most 
adverse and trying conditions. The legislation is construc
tive and sound and I hope, with my colleagues from sugar-

producing areas, that this bill will be passed by a large 
majority. 

It is the province of Congress to consider legislation. 
Threats of the veto of a bill should not deter us from what 
we believe to be an honest and constructive purpose. [Ap
plause.] 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, this is a technical bill. I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of the bill under the 
5-minute rule may be di..,9)ensed with and that amendments 
may be offered anywhere in the bill so long as it is under con
sideration. I do this in order to allow full discussion of the 
important amendments which will be offered. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, reserving the right to 
object, does the gentleman mean to say that the bill will not 
be read tomorrow under the 5-minute rule? 

Mr. JONES. The bill will not be read, but amendments will 
be in order anywhere in the bill as under the 5-minute rule. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. This does not affect the time at all? 
1\Ir. JONES. The gentleman is correct. 

1 The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 
The bill is as follows: 
Be it enacted, etc., That this act may be cited as the Sugar Act 

of 1937. 
TITLE I. DEFINITIONS 

SECTION 101. For the purposes of this act, except title IV-
( a) The term ''person" means an individual, partnership, cor

poration, or association. 
(b) The term "sugars" means any grade or type of saccharine 

product derived from sugarcane or sugar beets, which conta'ins 
sucrose. dextrose, or levulose. 

(c) The term "sugar" means raw sugar or direct-consumption 
sugar. 

(d) The term "raw sugar" means any sugars which are prin
cipally of crystalline structure and which are to be further re
fined or improved in quality, and any sugars which are princi
pally not of crystalline structure but which are to be further 
refined or otherwise improved in quality to produce any sugars 
principally of crystalline structure. 

(e) The term "direct-consumption sugar" means any sugars 
which are principally of crystalline structure and which are not 
to be further refined or otherwise improved in quality. 

(f) The term "liquid sugar" means any sugars (exclusive of 
sirup of cane juice produced from sugarcane grown in continental 
United States) which are principally not of crystalline structure 
and which contain. or which are to be used for the production of 
any sugars principally not of crystalline structure which contain 
soluble nonsugar solids (excluding any foreign substances that 
may have been added) equal to 6 percent or less of the total 
soluble solids. 

(g) Sugars in dry amorphous form shall be considered to be 
principally of crystalline structure. 

{h) The "raw value" of any quantity of sugars means its equiva
lent in terms of ordinary commercial raw sugar testing 96 sugar 
degrees by the polariscope. determined in accordance with regula
ticns to be issued by the Secretary. The principal grades and types 
of sugar and liquid sugar shall be translated into terms of raw 
value 111 the following manner: 

(1) For direct-consumption sugar, derived from sugar beets and 
t-esting 92 or more sugar degrees by the polariscope, by multiplying 
the number of pounds thereof by 1.07. 

(2) For sugar derived from sugarcane and testing 92 sugar de
grees by the polariscope, by multiplying the number of pounds 
thereof by 0.93. 

( 3) For sugar derived from sugarcane and testing more than 
02 sugar degrees by the polariscope, by multiplying the number of 
pounds thereof by the figure obtained by adding to 0.93 the result 
of multiplying 0.0175 by the number of degrees and fractions of a 
degree of polarization above 92°. 

(4) For sugar and liquid sugar testing less than 92 sugar degrees 
by the polariscope, by dividing the number of pounds of the "total 
sugar content" thereof by 0.972. 

(5) The Secretary may establish rates for translating sugar and 
liquid sugar into terms of raw value for (a) any grade or type of 
sugar or liquid sugar not provided for in the foregoing and (b) 
any special grade or type of sugar or liquid sugar for which he de· 
termines that the raw value cannot be measured adequately under 
the provisions of paragraphs (1) to (4), inclusive, of this sub
section (h). 

(i) The term "total sugar content" means the sum of the 
sucrose (Clerget) and reducing or invert sugars contained in any 
grade or type of sugar or liquid sugar. 

(j) The term "quota", depending upon the context, means (1) 
that quantity of sugar or liquid sugar which may be brought or im
ported into the continental United States, for consumption therein, 
during any calendar year from the Territory of Hawaii, Puerto 
Rico, the Virgin Islands, the Commonwealth of the Philippine Is
lands, or a foreign country or group of foreign countries; (2) that; 
quantity o! sugar or liquid sugar produced from sugar beets or 
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sugarcane grown in the continental United States which, during 
any calendar year, may be shipped, transported, or marketed in 
interstate commerce, or in competition with sugar or liquid sugar 
shipped, transported, or marketed in interstate or foreign com4 

merce; or (3) that quantity of sugar or liquid sugar which may 
~marketed in the Territory of Hawati or in Puerto Rico, for con4 

sumption therein, during any calendar year. 
(k) The term ''producer" means a person who is the legal owner, 

at the time of harvest or abandonment, of a portion or all of a 
crop of sugar beets or sugarcane grown on a farm for the extrac 4 

tion of sugar or liquid sugar. 
(1) The terms "including" and "include" shall not be deemed to 

exclude anything not mentioned but otherwise within the meaning 
of the term defined. . 

(m) The term "Secretary'' means the Secretary of Agriculture. 
TrrLE ll. QuOTA PROVISIONS 

SECTioN 201. The Secretary shall determine for each calendar 
year the amount of sugar needed to meet the requirements of con4 

sumers in the continental United States; such determinations 
shall be made during the month of December in each year for 
the succeeding calendar year and at such other times during 
such calendar year as the Secretary may deem necessary to meet 
such requirements. In making such determinations the Secretary 
shall use as a basis the quantity of direct-consumption sugar 
cUstributed for consumption, as indicated by official statistics of 
the Department of Agriculture, during the 12-month period end4 

ing october 31 next preceding the calendar year for which the 
determination is being made, and shall make allowances for a 
deficiency or surplus in inventories of sugar, and changes in con
sumption, as computed from statistics published by agencies of 
the Federal Government with respect to inventories of sugar, 
population, and demand conditions; and in order that the regu4 

lation of commerce provided for under this act shall not result 
in excessive prices to consumers, the Secretary shall make such 
additional allowances as he may deem necessary in the amount 
of sugar determined to be needed to meet the requirments of 
consumers, so that the supply of sugar made available under thiS 
act shall not result in average prices to consumers in excess of 
those necessary to make the production of sugar beets and sugar 4 

cane as profitable on the average, per dollar of total gross income, 
as the production of the five principal (me~ed on the basis of 
acreage) agricultural cash crops in the Umted States. 

SEc. 202. Whenever a determination is made, pursuant to sec4 

tion 201 of the amount of sugar needed to meet the require4 

ments of consumers, the Secretary shall establish quotas, or 
revise existing quotas-

(a) For domestic sugar-producing areas by prorating among 
such areas 55.59 percent of such amount of sugar (but not less 
than 3,715,000 short tons) on the following basis: 

Area Percent 
Domestic beet sugar------------------------------- 41. 72 
:Mainland cane sugar------------------------------- 11.31 
HawaiL------------------------------------------------ 25. 25 
Puerto Rico------------------------------------------- 21.48 
Virgin Islands---------------------------------------.--- . 24 

(b) For foreign countries, and the Commonwealth of the Phllip4 

pine Islands, by prorating 44.41 percent of such amount of sugar 
(except, if such amount of sugar is less than 6,682,670 short 
tons, the excess of such amount over 3,715,000 short tons), on 
the following basis: 

Area Percent 
Commonwealth of the Philippine Islands-------------- 34:. 70 
~b~--------------------------------------------------- 64.4:1 
Foreign countries other than Cuba_______________________ . 89 

The quota for foreign countries other than Cuba shall be pro
rated among such countries on the basis of the division of the 
quota for such countries made in General Sugar Quota Regula
tions, Series 4, No. 1, issued December 12, 1936, pursuant to the 
Agricultural Adjustment Act, as amended. 

SEc. 203. In accordance with the applicable provisions of sec
tion 201, the Secretary shall also determine the amount of sugar 
needed to meet the requirements of consumers in the Territory 
of Hawati, and in Puerto Rico, and shall establish quotas for the 
amounts of sugar which may be marketed for local consumption 
in such areas equal to the amounts determined to be needed to 
meet the requirements of consumers therein. 

SEC. 204. (a) The Secretary shall, as he deems necessary dur
ing the calendar year, determine whether, in view of the current 
inventories of sugar, the estimated production from the acreage 
o! sugarcane or sugar beets planted, the normal marketings within 
a calendar year of new-crop sugar, and other pertinent factors, 
any domestic area, the Commonwealth of the Philippine Islands, 
or Cuba, will be unable to market the quota for such area. I! 
the Secretary finds that any domestic area or CUba will be unable 
to market the quota for such area. for the calendar year then 
current, he shall revise the quotas for the domestic areas and 
~ba by prorating an amount of sugar equal to the deficit so 
determined to the other such areas, on the basis of the quotas 
then in etiect. Any portion of such sugar which the Secretary 
determines cannot be supplied by domestic areas and ~ba shall 
be prorated to foreign countries other than Cuba on the basis 
of the prorations of the quota then in effect for such foreign 
countries. If the Secretary finds that the Commonwealth o! the 
Philippine Islands wtll be unable to market the quota for such 
area for the calendar year then current, he shall revise the quota 
for foreign countries other than Cuba. by prara.ting an amount 

of sugar equal to the deficit so determined to such foreign coun
tries, on the basis of the prorations of the quota then in effect 
for such countries: Provided, however, That the quota for any 
domestic area, the Commonwealth of the Phllippine Islands, or 
Cuba or other foreign countries, shall not be reduced by reason 
of any determination made pursuant to the provisions of this 
subsection. 

(b) 1!, on the 1st day of September in any calendar year, any 
part or all of the proration to any foreign country of the quota 
in effect on the 1st day of July in the same calendar year for 
fcreign countries other than ~ba, has not been filled, the Sec
retary may revise the proration of such quota among such for
eign countries, by prorating an amount of sugar equal to such 
unfilled proration to all other such foreign countries which have 
filled their prorations of such quota by such date. on the basiS 
of the prorations then in effect. 

SEc. 205. (a) Whenever the Secretary finds that the allotment 
of any quota, or proration thereof, established for any area pur
suant to the provisions of this act, is necessary to assure an or
derly and adequate flow of sugar or liquid sugar in the channell 
of interstate or foreign commerce, or to prevent disorderly market
ing or importation of sugar or liquid sugar, or to maintain a 
continuous and stable supply of sugar or liquid sugar, or to afford 
all interested persons an equitable opportunity to market sugar 
or liquid sugar within any area's quota, after such hearing and 
upon such notice as he may by regulations prescribe, he shall 
make allotments of such quota or proration thereof by allotting 
to persons who market or import sugar or liquid sugar, for such 
periods as he may designate, the quantities of sugar or liquid 
sugar which each such person may market in continental United 
States, the Territory of Hawaii, or Puerto Rico, or may import 
or bring into continental United States, for consumption therein. 
Allotments shall be made in such manner and in such amounts 
as to provide a fair, e1ficient, and equitable distribution of such 
quota or proration thereof, by taking into consideration the 
processings of sugar or liquid sugar from sugar beets or sugar
cane to which proportionate shares, determined pursuant to the 
provisions of subsection (b) of section 302, pertained; the past 
marketings or importations of each such person; or the ability of 
such person to market or import that portion of such quota or 
proration thereof allotted to him. The Secretary may also, upon 
such hearing a.n,d notice as he may by regulations prescribe, re
vise or amend any such allotment upon the same basis as the 
initial allotment was made. 

(b) An appeal may be taken, in the manner hereinafter pro
vided, from any decision making such allotments, or revision 
thereof, to the United States Court of Appeals for the District of 
Columbia in any of the following cases: 

(1) By any applicant for an allotment whose application shall 
have been denied. 

(2) By any person aggrieved by reason of any dec1s1on or the 
Secretary granting or revising any allotment made to him. 

(c) Such appeal shall be taken by filing with said court within 
20 days after the decision complained of is effective, notice in 
writing of said appeal and a statement of the reasons therefor, 
together with proof of service of a true copy of said notice and 
statement upon the Secretary. Unless a later date is specified by 
the Secretary as part of his decision, the decision complained o! 
shall be considered to be effective as of the date on which public 
announcement of the decision is made at the omce of the Secre
tary in the city of Washington. The Secretary shall thereupon, 
and in any event not later than 10 days from the date of such 
service upon him, mail or otherwise deliver a copy of said notice 
of appeal to each person ·shown by the records of the Secretary to 
be interested in such appeal and to have a right to intervene 
therein under the provisions of this section, and shall at all times 
thereafter permit any such person to inspect and make copies of 
appellants' reasons for said appeal at the o1fice of the Secretary in 
the city of Washington. Within 30 days after the filing of said 
appeal the Secretary shall file with the court the originals or 
certified copies of all papers and evidence presented to him upon 
the hearing involved and also a like copy of his decision thereon 
and shall within 30 days thereafter ·file a full statement in writing 
of the facts and grounds for his decision as found and given by 
him and a list of all interested persons to whom he has malled or 
otherwise delivered a copy o! said noti~e of appeal. 

(d) Within 30 days after the filing of said appeal any interested 
person may intervene and participate in the proceedings had upon 
said appeal by filing With the court a notice or intention to inter
vene and a verifled statement shoWing the nature of the interest 
of such party together with proof of service of true copies of said 
notice and statement, both upon the appellant and upon the Sec
retary. Any person who would be aggrieved or whose interests 
would be adversely affected by reversal or modification of the deci
sion of the Secretary complained of shall be considered an inter
ested party. 

(e) At the earliest convenient time the court shall hear and 
determine the appeal upon the record before it, and shall have 
power, upon such record, to enter a judgment a1finning or revers
Ing the decision, and if it enters an order reversing the decision of 
the Secretary it shall remand the case to the Secretary to carry out 
the judgment of the court: Provided, however, That the review 
by the court shall be 11mited to questions of law and that findings 
of fact by the Secretary, 1f supported by substantial evidence, shall 
be conclusive unless it shall clearly appear that the findings of the 
Secretary are arbitrary or capricious. The court's judgment sha.ll 
be final, subject, however, to review by the Supreme Court of the 
United States. upon writ of certiorari on petition therefor, under 
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section 240 of the Judicial Code, as amended (U. S. C., 1934 ed., 
title 28, sec. 347), by appellant, by the Secretary, or by any inter
ested party intervening in the appeal. 

(f) The court may, in its discretion, enter judgment for costs in 
favor of or against an appellant, and other interested parties in
tervening in said appeal, but not against the Secretary, depending 
upon the nature of the issues involved in such appeal and the 
outcome .thereof. 

(g) The Government of the Commonwealth of the Philippine 
Islands shall make allotments of any quota established for it pur
suant to the provisions of this act on the basis specified in section 
6 (d) of Public Law No. 127, approved March 24, 1934. 

SEc. 206. Until sugar quotas are established pursuant to this act 
for the calendar year 1937, whiQh shall be within 60 days after its 
enactment, the quotas determined by the Secretary in General 
Sugar Quota Regulations, series 4, no. 1, issued December 12, 1936, 
pursuant to the provisions of the Agricultural Adjustment Act, a.s 
amended, shall remain in full force and effect. 

SEc. 207. (a) Not more than 29,616 short tons, raw value, of the 
quota for Hawaii for any calendar year may be filled by direct
consumption sugar. 

(b) Not more than 126,033 short tons, raw value, of the quota 
for Puerto Rico for any calendar year may be filled by direct
consumption sugar. 

(c) None of the quota for the Virgin Islands for any calendar 
year may be filled by direct-consumption sugar. 

(d) Not more than 80,214 short tons, raw value, of the quota 
for the Commonwealth of the Philippine Islands for any calendar 
year may be filled by direct-consumption sugar. 

(e) Not more than 375,000 short tons, raw value, of the quota 
for CUba for any calendar year may be filled by direct-consump
tion sugar. 

(f) This section shall not apply with respect to the quotas 
established under section 203 for marketing for local consumption 
in Hawaii and Puerto Rico. 

SEc. 208. Quotas for liquid sugar for foreign countries for each 
calendar year are hereby established as follows: 

In terms of wine gallons of 
Country 75 percent total sugar content 

Cuba---------------------------------------------- 7,970,558 
Domin1can P..epubllc --------------------------------- 830, 894 
Other foreign countries----------------------------- 0 

The qwmtities of liquid sugar imported into the continental 
Un1ted States during the calendar year 1937, prior to the enact
ment of this act, shall be charged against the quotas for the cal· 
endar year 1937 established by this section. 

SEC. 209. All persons are hereby prohibited-
( a) From bringing or importing into the continental Un1ted. 

States from the Territory of Hawaii, Puerto Rico, the Virgin Is· 
lands, the Commonwealth of the Philippine Islands, or foreign 
countries any sugar or liquid sugar after the quota for such area, 
or the proration of any such quota, has been filled; 

(b) From shipping, transporting, or marketing tn interstate 
commerce, or in competition with sugar or liquid sugar shipped, 
transported, or marketed in interstate or foreign commerce any 
sugar or liquid sugar produced from sugar beets or sugarcane 
grown in either the domestic-beet-sugar area or the mainland
cane-sugar area after the quota. for such area has been filled; 

(c) From marketing in either the Territory of Hawaii or Puerto 
Rico, for consumption therein, any sugar or liqUid sugar after 
the quota therefor has been filled; 

(d) From exceeding allotments of any quota or proration 
thereof made to them pursuant to the provisions of this act. 

SEC. 210. (a) The determinations provided for in sections 201 
and 203, and all quotas, prorations, and allotments, except quotas 
established pursuant to the provisions of section 208, shall be made 
or established in terms of raw value. 

(b) For the purposes of this title, liquid sugar, except that im
ported from foreign countries, shall be included with sugar in 
making the determinations provided for in sections 201 and 203 
and in the establishment or revision of quotas, prorations, and 
allotments. 

SEc. 211. (a) The raw-value equivalent of any sugar or 11quid 
sugar in any form, including sugar or liquid sugar in manufac
tured products, exported from the continental Un1ted States under 
the provisions of section 313 of the Tariff Act of 1930 shall be 
credited against any charges which shall have been made in respect 
to the applicable quota or proration for the country of origin. 
The country of origin of sugar or liquid sugar in respect t<> which 
any credit shall be established shall be that country in respect to 
importation from which drawback of the exported sugar or liquid 
sugar has been claimed. Sugar or liquid sugar entered into the 
continental United States under an applicable bond established 
pursuant to orders or regulations issued by the Secretary, for the 
express purpose of subsequently exporting the equivalent quantity 
of sugar or liquid sugar as such, or in manufactured articles, shall 
not be charged against the applicable quota or proration for the 
country of origin. 

(b) Exportation within the meaning of sections 309 and 313 of 
the Tar11f Act of 1930 shall be considered to be exportation within 
the meaning of this section. 

(c) The quota established for any domestic-sugar producing 
area may be filled only with sugar or liquid sugar produced from 
sugar beets or sugarcane grown in such area: Provided, however, 
That any sugar or liquid sugar admitted tree of duty from the 
Virgin Isla.nds under the ~t of Congress, approved March 3, 1917 

(39 Stat. 1133), may be adm1t!ed within the quota for the Virgin 
Islands. 

SEc. 212. The provisions of this title shall not apply to (1) the 
first 10 short tons, raw value, of sugar or liquid sugar imported 
from any foreign country, other than CUba, in any calendar year; 
(2) the first 10 short tons, raw value, of sugar or liquid sugar 
imported from any foreign country, other than CUba, in any calen
dar year for religious, sacramental, educational, or experimental 
purposes; (3) liquid sugar imported from any foreign country, 
other than Cuba, in individual sealed containers of such capacity 
as the Secretary may determine, not in excess of 1.1 gallons each; 
or (4) any sugar or liquid sugar imported, brought into, or pro
duced or manufactured in the United States for the distillation of 
alcohol, or for livestock feed, or for the production of livestock feed. 

TITLE ill--CONDITIONAL-PAYMENT PROVISIONS 

SECTION 301. The Secretary is authorized to make payments on 
the following conditions with respect to sugar or liquid sugar com
mercially recoverable from the sugar beets or sugarcane grown on 
a farm for the extraction of sugar or liquid sugar: 

(a) That no child under the age of 14 years shall have been em
ployed or permitted to work on the farm, whether for gain to such 
child or any other person, in the production, cultivation, or har
vesting of a crop of sugar beets or sugarcane with respect to which 
application for payment is made, except a member of the imme
diate family of a person who was the legal owner of not less than 
40 percent of the crop at the time such work was performed; and 
that no child between the ages of 14 and 16 years shall have been 
employed or permitted to do such work, whether for gain to such 
child or any other person, for a longer period than 8 hours in any 
one day, except a member of the immediate family of a person who 
was the legal owner of not less than 40 percent of the crop at the 
time such work was performed. 

(b) That all persons employed on the farm in the production, 
cultivation, or harvesting of sugar beets or sugarcane with respect 
to which an application for payment is made shall have been 
paid in full for all such work, and shall have been paid wages 
therefor at rates not less than those that may be determined by 
the Secretary to be fair and reasonable after investigation and 
due notice and opportun1ty for public hearing; and in making 
such determinations the Secretary shall take into consideration 
the standards therefor formerly established by him under the 
Agricultural Adjustment Act, as amended, and the difierences in 
conditions among various producing areas: Provided, however, 
That a payment which would be payable except for the foregoing 
provisions of this subsection may be made, as the Secretary may 
determine, in such manner that the laborer will receive an 
amount, insofar as such payment will sumce, equal to the amount 
of the accrued unpaid wages for such work, and that the pro
ducer will receive the remainder, if any, of such payment. 

(c) That there shall not have been marketed (or processed) an 
amount (in terms of planted acreage, weight, or recoverable sugar 
content) of sugar beets or sugarcane grown on the farm and 
used for the production of sugar or liquid sugar to be marketed 
in, or so as to compete with or otherwise directly affect interstate 
or foreign commerce, in excess of the proportionate share for the 
farm, as determined by the Secretary pursuant to the provisions 
of section 302, of the total quantity of sugar beets or sugarcane 
required to be processed to enable the area in which such sugar 
beets or sugarcane are produced to meet the quota (and provide 
a normal carry-over inventory) as estimated by the Secretary for 
such area for the calendar year during which the larger part of 
the sugar or liquid sugar from such crop normally would be 
marketed. 

(d) That the producer on the farm who is also, directly or 
indirectly, a processor of sugar beets or sugarcane, as may be 
determined by the Secretary, shall have paid, or contracted to 
pay under either purchase or toll agreements, for any sugar 
beets or sugarcane grown by other producers and processed by 
him at rates not less than those that may be determined by the 
Secretary to be fair and reasonable after investigation and due 
notice and opportunity for public hearing. 

(e) That there shall have been carried out on the farm such 
farming practices in connection with the production of sugar 
beets and sugarcane during the year in which the crop was 
harvested with respect to which a payment is applied for, as 
the Secretary may determine, pursuant to this subsection, for 
preserving and improving fert1lity of the soil and for preventing 
soil erosion, such practices to be consistent with the reasonable 
standards of the farming community in which the farm ls situated. 

The conditions provided in subsection (a) and in subsection 
(b) with respect to wage rates, of this section shall not apply to 
work performed prior to the enactment of this act; and the con
dition provided in subsection (c) of this section shall not apply 
to the marketing of the first crop harvested after the enactment 
of this act from sugar beets or sugarcane planted prior to such 
enactment. 

SEc. 302. (a) The amount of sugar or Uquid sugar with respect 
to which payment may be made shall be the amount of sugar or 
liquid sugar commercially recoverable, ns determined by the Sec
retary, from the sugar beets cr sugarcane grown on the farm and 
marketed (or processed by the producer) not in excess of the 
proportionate share for the farm, as determined by the Secretary, 
of the quantity of sugar beets or sugarcanE!. for the extraction of 
sugar or liquid sugar required to be processed to enable the pro
ducing area in which the crop of sugar beets or sugarcane is 
grown to meet the quota (and provide a normal carry-over in· 
ventory) estimated by the Secr~tary tor such area for the calen-
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dar year during which the larger part of the sugar or liquid 
sugar from such crop normally would be marketed. 

(b) In determining the proportionate shares with respect to a 
farm, the Secretary may take into consideration the past produc
tion on the farm of sugar beets and sugarcane marketed (or 
processed) for the extraction of sugar or liquid sugar and the 
ability to produce tnlCh sugar beets or sugarcane, and the Secre
tary shall, insofar as practicable, protect the interests of new 
producers and small producers and the interests of produce.rs who 
are cash tenants, share-tenants, adherent planters, or share
croppers. 

(c) Payments shall be effective wlth respect to sugar or liquid 
sugar commercially recoverable from sugar beets and sugarcane 
grown on a. farm and which shall have been marketed (or proc
essed by the producer) on and after July 1, 1937. 

SEc. 303. In addition to the amount of sugar or liquid sugar 
With respect to which payments are authorized under subsection 
(a) of section 302, the Secretary is also authorized to make pay
ments, on the conditions provided in section 301, with respect to 
bona-fide abandonment of planted acreage and crop deficiencies 
of harvested acreage, resulting from drought, flood, storm, freeze, 
disease, or insects, which cause such damage to all or a substan
tial part of the crop of sugar beets or sugarcane in the same 
factory district (as established by the Secretary), county, parish, 
municipality, or local producing area, as determined in accord
ance with regulations issued by the Secretary, on the following 
quantities of sugar or liquid sugar: (1) With respect to such 
bona-fide abandonment of each planted acre of sugar beets or 
sugarcane, one-third of the normal yield of commercially recov
erable sugar or liquid sugar per acre for the !arm, as determined 
by the Secretary; and (2) with respect to such crop deficiencies 
of harvested acreage of sugar beets or sugarcane, the excess of 80 
percent of the normal yield of commercially recoverable sugar or 
liquid sugar for such acreage for the farm, as determined by the 
Secretary, o~r the actual yield. 

SEc. 304. (a) The amount of the base rate of payment shall be 
60 cents per hun<lred pounds of sugar or liquid sugar, raw value. 

(b) All payments shall be calculated with respect to a farm 
which, for the purposes of this act, shall be a farming unit as 
determined in accordance with regulations issued by the Secre
tary, and in making such determinations, the Secretary shall take 
into consideration the use of common work stock, equipment, 
labor, management, and other pertinent factors. 

(c) The total payment with respect to a farm shall be the 
product of the base rate specified in subsection (a) of this section 
multiplied by the amount of sugar and liquid sugar, raw value, 
with respect to which payment is to be made, except that reduc
tions shall be made from such total payment in accordance with 
the following scale of reductions: 
Reduction in the base rate of payment per hundredweight of such 

portion 
That portion of the quantity of sugar and liquid sugar which is 

included within the following interval.s of short tons, raw value: 
500 to 1,500-------------------~---------------- $0.050 
1,500 to 6,000__________________________________ . 075 
6,000 to 12,000 ________________ ~------------- . 100 
12,000 to 30,000_______________________________ . 125 
30,000 to 50,000___________________________________ . 300 
More than 50,000----------------------------------- . 450 

(d) Application for payment shall be made by, and payments 
shall be made to, the producer or, in the event of his death, dis
appearance, or incompetency, his legal representative, or heirs: 
Provided, however, That all producers on the farm shall signify in 
the application for payment the percent of the total payment with 
respect to the farm to be made to each producer: And provided 
further, That payments may be made, (1) in the event of the 
death, disappearance, or incompetency of a producer, to such bene
ficiary as the producer may designate in the application for pay
ment; (2) to one producer of a group of two or more producers. 
provided all producers on the farm designate such producer in the 
application for payment as sole recipient for their benefit of the 
payment with respect to the farm; or (3) to a person who is not a 
producer, provided such person controls the land included within 
the farm with respect to which the application for payment is 
made and is designated by the sale producer (or all producers) on 
the farm, as sole recipient for his or their benefit, of the payment 
with respect to the farm. 

SEc. 305. In carrying out the provisions of titles n and m of 
this act the Secretary is authorized to utilize local committees of 
sugar beet or sugarcane producers, State and county agricultural 
conservation committees, or the Agricultural Extension Service and 
other agencies, and the Secretary may prescribe that all or a part 
of the expenses of such committees may be deducted from the pay
ments herein authorized. 

SEc. 306. The facts constituting the basis for any payment, or 
the amount thereof authorized to be made under this title, o1fi
c1ally determined in conformity with rules or regulations prescribed 
by the Secretary, shall be reviewable only by the Secretary, and his 
determinations with respect thereto shall be final anrl conclusive. 

SEc. 307. This title shall apply to the continental United States. 
the Territory of Hawaii, a.D,Ii Puerto Rico. 

TITLE IV. ExciSE TAXES WITH RESPECT TO SUGAR 

DEFINITIONS 

BEcrroN 401. For the purposes of this title-
(a) The term .. person" means .an individual, partnership, cor

poration, or association. 

{b) The term "manufactured sugar" means any sugar derived 
!rom sugar beets or sugarcane, which 1s not to be, and which shall 
not be, further refined or otherwise improved in quality; except 
sugar in liquid form which contains nonsugar solids (excluding 
any foreign substance that may have been added} equal to more 
than 6 percent of the total soluble solids, and except also sirup 
of cane juice produced from sugarcane grown 1n continental United 
States. Notwithstanding the foregoing exceptions, sugar in liquid 
form {regardless of its nonsugar solid content) which is to be 
used in the distillation of alcohol shall be considered manufac
tured sugar. 

The grades or types of sugar within the meaning of this deftni
tlon shall include, but shall not be limited to, granulated sugar, 
il.ump sugar, cube sugar, powdered sugar, sugar in the form of 
blocks, cones, or molded shapes, confectioners' sugar, washed sugar, 
centrifugal sugar, clatified sugar., turbinado sugar, plantation white 
sugar, muscovado sugar, refiners' soft sugar, invert sugar D;!.USh, 
.raw sugar, sirups, molasses, and sugar mixtures. · 

(c) The term "total sugars" means the total amount of the 
sucrose (Clerget) and of the reducing or invert sugars. The total 
sugars contained in any grade or type of manufactured sugar shall 
be ascertained in the manner prescribed in paragraphs 758, 759, 
762, and 763 of the United States Customs Regulations (1931 
edition). 

(d) The term "United States" shall be deemed to include the 
States. the Territories of Hawaii aad Alaska, the District of Colum.:. 
bia, and Puerto Rico. 

TAX ON THE MANUFACTURE OF SUGAR 

SEc. 402. (a) Upon manufactured sugar manufactured in the 
United States, there shall be levied, collected, and paid a tax, to 
be paid by the manufacturer at the following rates: 

( 1) On all manufactured sugar testing by the polariscope 92 
sugar degrees, 0.465 cent per pound, and for each additional sugar 
degree shown by the polarisoopic test, 0.00875 cent per pound 
additional, and fractions ·of a degree in proportion; 

(2) On all manufactured sugar testing by the polariscope less 
than 92 sugar degrees, 0.5144 cent per pound of the total sugars 
therein. 

(b) Any person who acquires any sugar which is to be manu
factured into manufactured sugar but who, without further re
fining or otherwise improving it in quality, sells such sugar as 
manufactured sugar or uses such sugar as manufactured sugar in 
the production of other articles for sale shall be considered for the 
purposes of t~ section the manufacturer of manufactured sugar 
and, as such, l1able for the tax hereunder with respect thereto. 

(c) The .manufacturer shall file .on the last day of each month 
a return and pay the tax with respect to manufactured sugar 
manufactured after the effective date of this title (1) which has 
been sold, or used 1n the production of other articles, by the 
manufacturer during the preceding month {if the tax has not 
already been paid) And (2) which has not been so sold or used 
Within 12 months ending during the preceding calendar month 
after it was manufactured (if the tax has not already been paid); 
Provided, That the first return and payment of the tax shall 
not be due until the last day of the second month following the 
month 1n which this title takes e.ffect. 

For the purpose of determining whether sugar has been sold 
or used within 12 months after lt was manufactured sugar shall 
be considered to have been sold or used in the order in which 
it was manufactured. 

(d) No tax shall be required to be paid upon the manufacture 
of manufactured sugar by, or for, the producer of the sugar 
beets or sugarcane from which such manufactured sugar was de
rived. for consumption by the producer's ()wn family, employees, 
or household. 

IMPORT COMPENSATING TAX 

SEc. 403. (a) In addition to any other tax or duty imposed 
by law, there shall be imposed, under such regulations as the 
Commissioner of Customs shall prescribe, with the approval of 
the Secretary of the Treasury, a tax upon articles imported or 
brought into the United States as follows: 

(1) On all manufactured sugar testing by the polariscope 92 
sugar degrees, 0.465 cent per pound. and for each additional sugar 
degree shown by the polariscopic test, 0.00875 cent per pound 
additional, and fractions of a degree in proportion; 

(2) On all manufactured sugar testing by the polariscope less 
than 92 sugar degrees 0.5144 cent per pound of the total sugars 
therein; 

{3) On all articles composed in chief value of manufactured 
sugar 0.5144 cent per pound of the total Bugars therein. 

(b) Such tax shall be levied. assessed, collected, and paid in 
the same manner as a duty imposed by the Tari.fi Act of 1930, 
and shall be treated !or the purposes of all provisons of law re
lating to the customs revenue as a duty imposed by such act, 
except that for the purposes of sections 336 and 350 of such act 
{the· so-called flexible-tariff and trade-agreements provisions) 
such tax shall not be considered a duty or import restriction, and 
except that no preference with respect to such tax shall be 
accorded any articles imported or brought into the United States. 

EXPORTATION, LIVESTOCK FOOD, AND DISTILLATION 

SEc. 404. (a.) Upon the exportation from the United States to a. 
foreign country, or the shipment from the United States to any 
possession of the United States except Puerto Rico, of any man
ufactured sugar, or any article manufactured wholly or partly 
from manufactured sugar, witb. respect t() which tax under the 
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provisions of section 402 has been paid. the amount of such tax 
shall be paid by the Commissioner of Internal Revenue to the 
consignor named in the bill of lading under which the article 
was exported or shipped to a possession, or to the shipper, 1t 
the consignor waives any claim thereto in favor of such shipper: 
Provided, That no such payment shall be allowed with respect to 
any manufactured sugar, or article, upon which, through sub
stitution or otherwise, a drawback of any tax paid under section 
403 has been or is to be claimed under any provisions of law 
made applicable by section 403. 

(b) Upon the use of any manufactured sugar, or article man
ufactured therefrom, as livestock feed. or in the production of 
livestock feed, or for the distillation of alcohol, there shall be 
paid by the Commissioner of Internal Revenue to the person EO 
using such manufactured sugar, or article manufactured there
from, the amount of any tax paid under section 402 with respect 
ther~to. 

(c) No payment shall be allowed under this section unless 
within 1 year after the right to such payment has accrued a claim 
therefor is filed by the person entitled thereto. 

COLLECTION OF TAXES 

Szc. 405. (a) Except as otherwise provided, the taxes imposed by 
this title shall be collected by the Bureau of Internal Revenue 
under the direction of the Secretary of the Treasury. Such taxes 
shall be paid into the Treasury of the United States. 
· (b) All provisions of law, including penalties, applicable with 
respect to the taxes imposed under title IV of the Revenue Act of 
1932, shall, insofar as applicable and not inconsistent with the 
provisions of this title, be applicable in respect to the tax imposed 
by section 402. If the tax is not paid when due, there shall be 
added as part of the tax interest at 6 percent per annum from 
the date the tax became due until the date of payment. 

(c) The Commissioner of Internal Revenue, with the approval 
of the Secretary of the Treasury, shall prescribe such rules and 
regulations as may be ·necessary to carry out all provisions of 
this title except section 403. 

(d) Any person required, pursuant to the provisions of section 
402, to file a return may be required to file such return with and 
pay the tax shown to be due thereon to the collector of internal 
revenue for the district in which the manufacturing was done 
or the liability incurred. 

:&Fi'EC'Ilv!i DATE 

SEC. 406. The provisions of this title shall become effective on 
the date of enactment of this act. 

TlTLE v. GENEB.AL PRoVISIONS 

SECTioN. 501. For the purposes of this act, except title IV, the 
Secretary shall-

( a) Appoint and fix the compensation of such officers and ezn... 
ployees as he may deem necessary in administering the provisions 
of this act: Provided, That all such officers and employees, except 
attorneys, economists, experts, and persons in the employ of the 
Department of Agriculture on the date of the enactment of this 
act, shall be subject to the provisions of the civil-service laws 
and the Classification Act of 1923, as amended: And provided 
further, That no salary in excess of $10,000 per annum shall be 
paid to any such person. 

(b) Make such expenditures as he deems necessary to carry out 
the provisions of this act, including personal services and rents 
in the District of Columbia and elsewhere, traveling expenses (in
cluding the purchase, maintenance, and repair of passenger-carry
ing vehicles), supplies and equipment, lawbooks, books of refer
ence, directories, periodicals, and newspapers. 

SEC. 502. (a) There is hereby authorized to be appropriated for 
each fiscal year for the purposes and administration of this act, 
except for allotments in the Philippine Islands as provided in sub
section (g) of section 205, a sum not to exceed $55,000,000. 

(b) All funds available for carrying out this act shall be ava.n
able for allotment to the bureaus and offices of the Department of 
Agriculture and for transfer to such other agencies of the Federal 
Government as the Secretary may request to cooperate or assist in 
carrying out the provisions of this act. 

SEC. 503. There 18 authorized to be appropriated an amount equal 
to the amount of the taxes collected or accrued under title IV on 
sugars produced from sugarcane grown in the Commonwealth of the 
Philippine Islands which are manufactured in or brought into the 
United States on or prior to December 31, 1940, minus the costs of 
collecting such taxes and the estimates of amounts of refunds 
required to be made with respect to such taxes, for transfer to the 
Government of the Commonwealth of the Philippines for the pur
pose of financing a program of economic adjustment in the Philip
pines, the transfer to be made under such terms and conditions as 
the President of the United States may prescribe: Provided, That no 
part of the appropriations herein authorized shall be paid directly 
or indirectly for the production or processing of sugarcane in the 
Philippine Islands. 

SEc. 504. The Secretary is authorized to make such orders or regu
lations, which shall have the force and effect of law, as may be 
necessary to carry out the powers vested in him by this act. Any 
person knowingly violating any order or regulation of the Secretary 
issued pursuant to this act shall, upon conviction, be punished by 
a fine of not more than $100 for each such violation. 

SEC. 505. The several district courts of the United States are 
hereby vested with jurisclictlon specifically to enforce, and to pre
vent and restrain any person from violating, the provisions of this 
act or of any order or regulation made or issued pursuant to this 

act. If and when the Secretary shall so request, it shall be the duty 
of the several district attorneys of the United States in their respec
tive districts to institute proceedings to enforce the remedies and to 
collect the penalties and forfeitures provided for in this act. The 
remedies provided for in this act shall be in addition to, and not 
exclusive of, any of the remedies or penalties existing at law or 
in equity. 

SEC. 506 .. Any person who knowingly violates, or attempts to vio
late, or who knowingly participates or aids in the violation of, any 
of the provisions of section 209, or any person who brings or imports 
into the continental United States direct-consumption sugar after 
the quantities specified in section 207 have been filled. shall forfeit 
to the United States the sum equal to three times the market value 
at the time of the commission of any such, (a) of that quantity of 
sugar or liquid sugar by which any quota, proration, or allotment 
is exceeded, or (b) of that quantity brought or imported into the 
continental United States after the quantities specified in section 
207 have been filled, which forfeiture shall be recoverable in a civil 
suit brought in the name of the United States. 

SEC. 507. All persons engaged in the manufacturing, marketing, 
or transportation of sugar or liquid sugar, and having informa
tion which the Secretary deems necessary · to enable him to 
admlnister the provisions of this act, shall, upon the request of 
the Secretary, furnish him with such information. Any person 
willfully faillng or refusing to furnish such information, or fur
nishing willfully any false information, shall upon conviction be 
subject to a penalty of not more than $1,000 for each such 
violation. . 

SEC. 508. No person shall. while acting in any official capacity 
1n the administration of this act, invest or speculate in sugar or 
liquid sugar, contracts relating thereto, or the stock or member
ship interests of any association or corporation engaged in the 
production or manufacturing of sugar or liquid sugar. Any per
son violating this section shall upon conviction thereof be fined 
not more than $10,000 or imprisoned not more than 2 years, or 
both. 

SEC. 509. Wh~never the President finds and. proclafrns that a 
national economic or other emergency exists with respect to 
sugar or liquid sugar, he shall by proclamation suspend the opera
tion of title II or m above, which he determines, on the basis of 
such findings, should be suspended,- and, . thereafter, the operation 
of any such title shall continue in suspense until the President 
finds and proclaims that the facts which occasioned such sus
pension no longer exist. The Secretary shall make such investi
gations and reports thereon to the President as may be necessary 
to aid him in carrying out the provisions of this section. 

SEC. 510. The provisions of the Agricultural Adjustment Act, 
as amended, shall cease to apply to sugar upon the enactment 
of this act, and the provisions of Public Resolution No. 109, Sev
enty-fourth Congress, approved June 19, 1936, are hereby repealed. 

SEC. 511. In order to fac111tate the e1fectuation of the purposes 
of this act, the Secretary is authorized to make surveys, investi
gations, including the holding of public hearings, and to make 
recommendations with respect to (a) the terms and conditions 
of contracts between the producers and processors of sugar beets 
and sugarcane and (b) the terms and conditions of contracts 
between laborers and producers of sugar beets and sugarcane. 

SEC. 512. The Secretary is authorized to conduct surveys, investi
gations, and research relating to the conditions and factors affect
ing the methods of accomplishing most effectively the purposes 
of this act and for the benefit of agriculture generally in any 
area. Notwithstanding any provision of existing law, the Secre
tary is autho~d to make public such information as he deelllJ!I 
necessary to carry out the provisions of this act. 

SEC. 513. No tax shall be imposed. on the manufacture, use., or 
importation of sugar after December 31, 1940, and the powers 
vested in the Secretary under this act shall terminate on such 
date, except that the Secretary shall have power to make pay
ments under title m under programs applicable to the crop year 
1940 and previous crop years. 

With the following committee amendments: 
On page 24, in the table between lines 2 and 3, strike out "30,000 

to 50,000" and insert 1n lieu thereof "more than 30,000'', and strike 
out the last llne o! the table. 

On page 26, line 8, after the period, insert the following: 
"Notwithstanding the foregoing exceptions, sugar in liquid form 

(regardless of the nonsugar. solid content) which is to be used in 
the distillation of alcohol shall be considered manufactured sugar." 

On page 29, line 20, strike out the comma following the word 
.. exportation" and the words "livestock feed, and distillation", and. 
insert in lieu thereof the words "and livestock feed." 

On page 30, line 14, strike out "or for the distillation of alcohol,". 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I move that the Committee 
do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the Committee rose; and the Speaker having 

resumed the chair, Mr. BLAND, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that 
that Committee, having had under consideration the bill 
<H. R. 7667) to regulate commerce among the several States, 
with the Territories and possessions of the United States, 
and with foreign countries; to protect the welfare of con .. 
sumers of sugars and of those engaged in the domestic 
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sugar-producing industry; to promote the export trad~ of 
the United States; to raise revenue; and for other p~es, 
had come to no resolution thereon. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted as 
follows: 

To Mr. CocHRAN <at the request of Mr. NELSON), until 
Monday. 

To Mr. DEMPSEY (at the request of Mr. GREEVER), for today, 
on account of illness. 

To Mr. O'CoNNoR of New York, on account of illness. 
To Mr. ToWEY, for tomorrow, on account of attending 

funeral of Hon. Frederick Lehlbach. 
EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
all Members may have 5 legislative days within which to 
extend their own remarks on the bill H. R. 7667, which has 
been under consideration today. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objectioa 
HOUR OF MEETING TOMORROW 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
when the House adjourns today it adjourn to meet at 11 
o'clock tomorrow. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, I understand from the majority leader 
there will be no further business considered at the com
pletion of the consideration of the sugar bill. 

Mr. RAYBURN. The gentleman is correct. 
Mr. MARTIN o.f Massachusetts. Is it further proposed 

to adjourn over at that time until Monday? 
Mr. RAYBURN. That is correct. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 

gentleman from Texas? 
There was no objection. 

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 
Mr. DOCKWEILER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con

.sent that on tomorrow, after the completion of the legisla
tive program .for the day and following any special orders 
heretofore entered, I may address the House for 5 minutes 
on the subject of transient relief in California. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from California? 

There was no objection. 
EXTENSION OF REMA.RKS 

Mr. KING. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
insert two tables in the remarks I made today in the 
Committee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
Delegate from Hawaii? 

There was no objection. . 
Mr. TOBEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 

extend my own remarks in the Appendix of the RECORD and 
include therein a letter from the Flood Control Commis
sion of the State of New Hampshire with reference to the 
fiood-control compacts which are now pending in the House. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New Hampshire? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HOPE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 

extend my own remarks in the RECORD and include therein 
an address delivered over the radio by my colleague, the 
gentleman from Kansas rMr. LAMBERTSON]. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Kansas? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CARTWRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con

sent to extend my own remarks in the RECORD by including 
a. speech I made yesterday at Gettysburg. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Oklahoma? 

There was no objectioa 

Mr. HOOK. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my own remarks in the REcoRD with regard to the 
sugar legislation, anti include therein certain tables from 
Labor Statistics. 

.The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 
WAGE AND HOUR LEGISLATION 

The SPEAKER. Under a previous special order, the gen- · 
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. SwoPE] is recognized for 
20 minutes. 

Mr. SWOPE. Mr. Speaker and Members of the House, 
wage and hour legislation, in line with the Black-Cannery 
bill, presents three questions to the Congress and the Amer
ican people: 

First. Is such legislation constitutional? 
Second. Is there a need for it? 
Third. Will it accomplish the hoped-for .results? 
In view of the broad, elastic features of the Constitution 

of the United States and recent decisions of the United 
States Supreme Court on social legislation, there are f.ew 
who would hold that wr..ge and hour legislation is unconsti
tutional. 
. When countless people are working for insignificant wages 
as low as $5 per week and less, some even almost within the 
shadow of our State capitol dome at Harrisburg, it is time 
that those charged with the responsibility of looking after 
the affairs of our Government should concern themselves 
with this problem. Millions of people are forced to exist on 
a level which most of us would consider way below even 
the minimum standard of existence. This deplorable con
dition holds within it the seeds of grave trouble for the 
American people and the Nation in the future. For a large 
part of our people to continue under a substandard of exist
ence is bound to breed evils which will eventually be inimical 
to our form of government 

Much has been said about the causes which brought about 
dictatorships in some of the great European nations. A 
most casual study of the situations existing in those coun
tries immediately prior to the establishment of dictatorships 
shows that in all instances a great percentage of the people 
of those nations were forced to exist upon the most meager 
material resources, and it was only after the people of those 
nations felt that the then government held no hope for 
their future betterment that dictatorships became possible. 

Again, by permitting this large portion of our population 
to liv.e in such a restricted manner prevents us from the high 
development of our own domestic production and distribution. 

It is true that legisl.ation of such far-reaching conse
quences, when applied to such a vast natio-n as ours, presents 
great difficulties of administration. But since when have the 
American people shrunk from daring to do new and difficult 
things? It would be possible to recount innumerable cases 
in which the genius, inventive mind, and capability of the 
.American people have accomplished what were considered 
impossible tasks. . 

Unemployment is not a modem phenomenon. It has been 
known throughout the civilized world from the early days of 
the human race. In ancient times the solution for unem
ployment frequently consisted of the conquest of neighboring 
tribes and countries and the subjugation and frequently the 
extermination of their peoples, thus making room for coloni
zation to be undertaken by the citizens of the conquering race. 

During the Middle Ages the "black death" swept over 
European countries and killed a large proportion of their 
working population. This resulted in a scarcity of labor 
and for a long period solved the problems of unemployment. 
In the United States there have been recurring periods when 
unemployment was a grave problem. · However, until recent 
years the progressive conquest of our own frontier made pos
sible the solution of this economic problem. With the recent 
depression we experienced unemployment to a greater degree 
than ever before in the Nation's history. Because there is 
no further American frontier to conquer the problem per
sists, even though we have practically emerged from the 
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depression and resumed a period of prosperity so far as in-
dustrial production and income are concerned. . 

This problem is not confined to our own country but is 
of world-wide proportions. Most nations have undertaken 
its solution through national planning and legislation. In 
this country the enactment of N. R. A. was an emergency 
attempt to solve unemployment; Fashionable as it has 
recently been to malign and belittle the accomplishments 
of N. R. A., I want to state, as one who was engaged in 
active business management in 1933, that the wage and 
hour provisions of that act were definitely responsible for 
marking the turning point in our rapidly and spiralling un
employment toward more general employment. I would not 
for a moment intimate that I would desire to resume N. R. A. 
with its vast complexities and innumerable business codes 
as it existed after the voluble General Johnson got through 
with it. I maintain that the American people's estimate of 
N. R. A. declined not on account of its wage and hour pro
visions but because of the fact that business generally
and big business specifically-wrote into the codes of fair 
practice improper and unworkable business practices. 

When we realize that millions of our citizens are still 
unable to obtain regular employment and that other millions 
are forced to take employment at shamefully low wages, we 
must all agree that the need for some solution is definitely 
evident. A large percentage of our people are forced to 
exist upon such a low standard that denial of all but the 
barest necessities is forced upon it. Selfish employers re
fuse to recognize any social responsibility with respect to 
those whose services they hire. Throughout my district I 
can point to scores of establishments which employ people 
at wages so low that the employees are unable to keep up 
even a decent standard of self-respect. It is these millions 
of American citizens who by the very nature of things are 
practically inarticulate, for whom we as Members of Con
gress must legislate. They have no high-priced legislative 
representatives in Washington. They have no powerful 
newspapers to speak for them. They have no opportunity to 
describe their needs over the radio. They have no powerful 
labor organizations through which they can speak with a 
unified voice. But they are nevertheless part and parcel 
of our economic and national existence. If we would pre
serve the hopes and ideals of the Republic, as expressed by 
our founding fathers in the Declaration of Independence 
and the Constitution, we as legislators must concern our
selves with their problems and find the solution. 

More than anything else, to my mind, was the large vote 
for President Roosevelt in 1932 and the much larger vote in 
1936, an expression of the hopes and aspirations of these mil
lions. Because this vote placed in power a national Demo
cratic administration with an unprecedented party majority 
in both Houses of the Congress, my party has a definite 
responsibility to exert every effort and exhaust every avenue 
toward establishment of a program which will lead to the 
realization of the hopes of this great mass of our people. 

In examining the last question involved it is admitted that 
there exists a difierence of opinion as to the results which are 
hoped to be attained. But I think this difference of opinion 
is represented by the economic philosophy of two distinct 
schools of thought. Many of us have lived long enough to 
experience times when the production and distribution of 
goods--and consequently also price levels-stood at a high 
figure. Then again we have lived through times when price 
levels were at a low figure, with a consequent decline in pro
duction and distribution. I believe that the vast majority of 
our people prefer to live under the former conditions. Of 
course, all of these benefits cannot be obtained for the people 
in the low-income brackets without a rise in the cost of living. 
But I refer again to the comparison between so-called good 
times and poor times. 

We should not be too much disturbed about the immediate 
effects of such legislation upon any particular part of our 
Nation. We must, of course, insist that the administration 
of this proposed law shall be handled with a maximum of 
understanding and consideration for the problems of all sec-

tions of our country. If we can raise the standard of living 
of millions of our people-and I consider it an absolute duty 
of the Government to be concerned about this-we shall 
increase the demands and requirements for goods so that all 
sections of our country will be stimulated thereby, and I 
believe we will hear very little about overproduction of basic 
commodities after we have, through experience, learned how 
to operate this new system wisely. 

But I hear sincere opponents of this type of legislation 
say, "It can't be done; a program of such magnitude cannot 
be undertaken by the United States Government." 

The troubles which have constantly beset the human race 
throughout tl}e ages have challenged the resourcefulness and 
intelligence of the leaders of thought. Men whose names 
stand out in history are not those who were timid and sub
scribed to the "it can't be done" theory. Benjamin Frank
lin, starting with accidental experimentation, discovered 
natural principles which have been converted into one of 
the greatest servants that mankind has ever seen-the ap
plication of electricity to human uses. We are today but 
on the threshold of an era which will see a presently un
believable increase in the scope of the use of electricity to 
perform our labors which formerly needed manual applica
tion. Robert Fulton, when he proposed to harness the steam 
engine to ships, was ridiculed ·and laughed to scorn. Today, 
just slightly more than a century after his experiments, we 
have great ocean liners with palatial appointments which 
could not have been dreamed of several years ago. The 
Wright brothers when they proposed to fly a machine 
heavier than air were considered slightly ''balmy." Their 
experiments were made within the lifetime of almost every 
Member of this House, and today we have large air liners 
which fly across our continent practically overnight. Our 
oceans are being spanned in regular passenger service. 
Daring aviators have recently flown across the North Pole 
from one continent to another. The Wright brothers-and 
all their brave and courageous successors--never for a mo
ment believed that "it couldn't be done." 

The discovery and invention of the telegraph, the tele
phone, and the wireless provide other outstanding examples 
of the accomplishments possible when men have confidence 
in their ability and courage to dare to do the unknown or 
impossible. 

Galileo, when he announced his theory of the orderly 
scheme of the universe, was forced to recant and even then 
lost his life for the courage of his belief. We enjoy in the 
New World a free civilization because Columbus dared to 
venture on a project whirh was considered foolhardy and 
impossible by his more conservative contemporaries. 

Oh, but I hear someone talking about the danger in 
setting aside natural economic laws. I have for years 
endeavored to find out just what the phrase "natural eco
nomic laws" means. Through personal observation, I am 
forced to conclude that many of our industrial overlords 
who cry loudest on this point have always striven for their 
own selfish benefit to erect laws that were neither natural 
nor economic. 

Mr. Speaker and Members of the House, the human race 
has from its earliest days been busy setting aside so-called 
natural economic laws. Almost every successful effort 
which we have made to raise ourselves above and distin
guish ourse'ives from the mere animal has been through the 
promulgation of man-made laws which had for their pur
pose the setting aside of natural economic laws. 

We have debated today the new sugar bill, brought in by 
the Committee on Agriculture to succeed the Jones-Costi
gan law. The most serious difficulty with this bill has been 
the necessity of trying to protect, so far as possible, all the 
various interests which have a right to be considered in 
writing its provisions through setting aside the ordinary 
operation of natural economic laws. Our splendid efforts 
on behalf of American agriculture repre-sent another exam
ple. The stupendous reclamation projects upon which we 
have acted represent another. In fact, almost every day 
since I entered Congress last January we have been engaged 
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in discussing measures with which we desire to improve the 
condition of our people through legislative interference with 
natural economic laws. 

Most of the arguments against the passage of wage and 
hour legislation are familiar. They can be traced through 
the CONGRESSIONAL RERORD at every period when Congress 
undertook to legislate for the betterment of labor conditions 
and to lift the burden from the shoulders of the common 
man. I say that the Government has a responsibility here 
which it should not shirk. It is for us to set the example 
which can be pointed to with pride by our people. · 

In 1892 Congress passed an 8-hour law with reference to 
Government construction. Several years ago Congress en
acted the Bacon-Davis law requiring compliance with cer
tain labor standards on the part of Government contractors, 
and just last year the final passage of the Walsh-Healey 
Act, setting up labor and wage standards for successful bid
ders to supply Government materials brought out these same 
shopworn arguments. I have been officially told that the 
Walsh-Healey law is being applied with a minimum of 
trouble and friction. All of the dire consequences which 
were predicted if the ~ct should pass have failed to ma
terialize. The administration of the provisions of the act 
require a relatively small appropriation, only $335,000 having 
been provided for this fiscal year, and I believe the organi
zation is not set up on nearly a large enough scale at present 
to consume that amount. 

Of course, I want the least possible delegation of power to 
an administrative board. It is understood that the Labor 
Committee of this House is bringing in a bill which it 1s 
claimed will improve upon the bill passed by the Senate with 
respect to these provisions. I also hear that safeguards are 
included for the proper protection of collective bargaining 
agreements. 

Mr. Speaker and Members, I am not here to insist upon 
a specific formula to be written into this bill. What I do 
say-most emphatically-is that we should agree upon un
derlying principles, and then work out a program based on 
such principles with the greatest tolerance, respect, and 
consideration for the fundamental needs of the various sec
tions of our country and the various groups of our citizens 
that are to be affected. Years ago I read a beautiful phrase 
which I believe is familiar to most of you. It iS, "Principles 
unite men; programs divide them." It is true that we, as a 
Congress~ cannot stop with the enunciation of principles. 
We are also specifically charged with the necessity of work
ing out programs. But I maintain that if we can agree upc)n 
principles it will be far easier to work out programs. The 
possibility of working out a satisfactory law for wages and 
hours will be enhanced if we merge our individual opinions 
fairly and frankly and give each to the other the benefit of 
sincerity of purpose and high motive. 

We hear much about who is for this plan or who 1s 
against it. In the final analysis such statements can only 
be used as guides to determine the greatest good for the 
greatest number. I venture to state that the President of 
the United States, when he tells us of the necessity for 
such legislation, is speaking the wish of the American 
people. Let us adopt this legislation, not only because he 
asks us to; not because some labor leader asks us to; not 
becau.se some other labor leader asks us not to do so; not 
because some industrialist inveighs against it; not for any 
reason except that by which we come through the exercise 
of our own intelligence and our sure knowledge that such a 
measure will be a step in the right direction toward a solu
tion of some of our economic ills brought about by wide 
unemployment. [Applause.] 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
DITTER] is also entitled to address the House for 15 minutes, 
but the gentleman has informed the Chair that it is not 
his purpose to exercise this privilege. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. BARRY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. LANZETTA], who spoke 

on the sugar bill in the Committee of the Whole, may be 
permitted to include in his remarks some tables to which 
he referred in the course of his address. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 
ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION SIGNED 

Mr. PARSONS, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re
ported that that committee had examined and found truly 
enrolled a bill of the House of the following title, which was 
thereupon signed by the Speaker: 

H. R. 7472. An act to provide revenue for the District of 
Columbia, and for other purposes. 

The SPEAKER announced his signature to enrolled bills 
and a joint resolution of the Senate of the following titles: 

S.191. An act for the relief of Orson Thomas; 
S. 449. An act for the relief of the estate of Charles Pratt; 
S. 792. An act for the relief of Margaret Larson, a minor; 
S. 893. An act conferring juriSdiction upon the Court of 

?laims of the United S~tes to hear, determine, and render 
Judgment upon the claims of Jack Wade, Perry Shilton. 
Louie Hess, Owen Busch, and William W. McGregor; 

S. 972. An act for the relief of Ethel Smith McDaniel; 
S.1047. An act to authorize the city of Pierre, s. Dak., to 

construct, equip, maintain, and operate on Farm Island, 
S. Dak., certain amusement and recreational facilities; to 
charge for the use thereof; and for other purposes; 

S. 1379. An act to authorize the Five Civilized Tribes, in 
suits heretofore filed under their original Jurisdictional 
Acts, to present claims to the United States Court of Claims 
by amended petitions to conform to the evidence; and to 
authorize said court to a-djudicate such claims upon their 
merits as though :filed within the time limitation fixed in 
said original Jurisdictional Acts; 

S.1401. An act for the relief of Willard Collins; 
S.1453. An act for the relief of Maude P. Gresham and 

Agnes M. Driscoll; 
S. 1935. An act to authorize and direct the Comptroller 

General of the United States to allow credit for all out
standing disallowances and suspensions in the accounts of 
disbursing officers or agents of the Government for pay
ments made pursuant to certain adjustments and increases 
in compensations of Government officers and employees; 
and 

S. J. Res. 171. Joint resolution relating to the employment 
of personnel and expenditures made by the Charles Carroll 
of Carrollton Bicentenary Commission. 

Bll.LS PRESENTED TO THE PRESmENT 

Mr. PARSONS, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, 
reported that that committee did on this day present to the 
President, for his approval, bills of the House of the follow
ing titles: 

H. R.l14. An act to provide for studies and plans for the 
development of a hydroelectric power project at cabinet 
~rge, on the Clark Fork of the Columbia River, for irriga
tion pumping or other uses, and for other purposes; and 

H. R. 7373. An act to aid the several States in making, or 
having made, certain toll bridges on the system of Federal
aid highways free bridges, and for other purpooes. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do now 
adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 5 o'clock ·and 
52 minutes p. m.>, under its previous order, the House 
adjourned until tomorrow, Friday, August 6, 1937, at 11 
o'clock a. m. 

COMMITTEE HEARING 
COMMITTEE ON MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES 

The Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries will 
hold a public hearing in room 219, House Office Build
ing, Wash.ingto~ D. C., Tuesday, August 10, 1937. at 10 a.m.. 



8348 .CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE AUGUST 5 
on H. R. 8080, a bill to establish a fund for the insurance 
of mortgages securing loans for the construction or recon
ditioning of floating property used for commercial purposes. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive communications 

were taken from the Speaker's table and referred as follows: 
778. A letter from the chairman, Joint Committee on Tax 

Evasion and Avoidance, transmitting report of the Joint 
Committee on Tax Evasion and A voidance of the Congress 
of the United States pursuant to Public Resolution No. 40, 
Seventy-fifth Congress; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means and ordered to be printed. 

779. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting a 
letter from the Chief of Engineers, United States Army, 
dated August 4, 1937, submitting a report, together with ac
companying papers on a preliminary examination of Ohio 
River below Ironton, Ohio, with a view to the construction 
of dam, authorized by the River and Harbor Act approved 
August 30, 1935; to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of ruie xrn. 
Mr. SABATH: Committee on Ruies. House Resolution 

300. Resolution providing for the consideration of H. R. 
6963; without amendment <Rept. No. 1442). Referred to 
the House Calendar. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York: Committee on Rules. House 
Resolution 287. Resolution authorizing the Committee on 
the Judiciary to investigate various practices in the inferior 
courts of the United States, and for other purposes; without 
amendment <Rept. No. 1443). Referred to the House Cal
endar. 

Mr. GREENWOOD: Committee on Ruies. House Resolu
tion 301. Resolution providing for the consideration of H. 
R. 8046; without amendment <Rept. No. 1444). Referred to 
the House Calendar. 

Mr. KELLER: Committee on the Library. H. R. 8136. A 
bill authorizing retirement annuities for certain Librarians 
of Congress; without amendment (Rept. No. 1445). Re
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union. 

Mr. FERGUSON: Committee on Irrigation and Reclama
tion. H. R. 3786. A bill providing for the allocation of net 
revenues of the Shoshone power plant of the Shoshone 
reclamation project in Wyoming; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 1446). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the state of the Union. 

Mr. IGLESIAS: Committee on Agricuiture. H. R. 7908. 
A bill to extend the benefits of section 21 of the Bankhead
Janes Act to Puerto Rico; without amendment <Rept. No. 
1447). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union. 

Mr. MILLER: Committee on the Judiciary. S. 1375. An 
act to provide for the punishment of persons transporting 
stolen animals in interstate commerce, and for other pur
poses; with amendment <Rept. No. 1448). Referred to the 
House Calendar. 

Mr. SHEPPARD: Committee on Indian Affairs. H. R. 
8026. A bill to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to 
lease or sell certain lands of the Agua Caliente or Palm 
Springs Reservation, Calif., for public airport use, and for 
other purposes; with amendment <Rept. No. 1449). Re
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of 
the Union. ' 

CHANGE OF REFERENCE 
Under clause 2 of rule XXII, the Committee on Pensions 

was discharged from the consideration of the bill (H. R. 
574) granting a pension to Susan Melugin, and the same 
was referred to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public bills and resolutions 

were introduced and severally referred as follows: 
By Mr. COLMER: A bill <H. R. 8160) to provide for the 

establishment and maintenance of a regional research labo
ratory for the development of industrial uses for agricultural 
products; the first unit to be devoted to the development of 
industrial uses for cotton and cotton products· additional 
units to be provided for the study of other crdps as addi
tional funds are provided; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. COLLINS: A bill <H. R. 8161) to provide relief 
for the American farmers for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1938; to the Committee on Appropriations. 

By Mr. McGEHEE: A bill (H. R. 8162) to amend the act 
of Congress approved June 17, 1870, entitled "An act to 
establish a police court for the District of Columbia, and 
for other purposes"; to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 

By Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania: A bill (H. R. 8163) to 
reclassify the salaries of the foreman and requisition fillers 
and packers in the Division of Equipment and Supplies of 
the Post Office Department; to the Committee on the Post 
Office and Post Roads. 

By Mr. DUNCAN: A bill <H. R. 8164) to make available 
each State which enacted in 1937 an approved unemploy
ment-compensation law a portion of the proceeds from 
the Federal employers' tax in such State for the year 1936 · 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. ' 

By Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT: A bill (H. R. 8165) to add cer
tain lands to the Trinity National Forest, Calif.; to the 
Committee on the Public Lands. 

By :Mr. HAVENNER: A bill (H. R. 8166) to authorize the 
Secretary of the Navy to proceed with the construction of a 
graving dock on San Francisco Bay, Calif.; to the Com
mittee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. RUTHERFORD: A bill <H. R. 8167) to extend the 
times for commencing and completing the construction of 
a bridge across the Delaware River between village of Bar
ryVille, N. Y., and the village of Shohola, Pa.; to the Com
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

. ~Y Mr. PHILLIPS: A bill CH. R. 8168) to amend the ju
diclal code and provide for an additional district judge in 
Connecticut; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 8169) to amend the judicial code and 
provide for additional judicial facilities in Connecticut; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. · 

By Mr. McREYNOLDS: Joint resolution <H. J. Res. 481) 
authorizing participation by the United States in the Eighth 
International Road Congress, to be held at The Hague in 
June 1938; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 1 of rule xxn, private bills and resolutions 

were introduced and severally referred as follows: 
By Mr. COLLINS: A bill (H. R. 8170) for the relief of 

the estate of Minerva <N erva) May; to the Committee on 
Claims. 

By Mr. LUDLOW: A bill (H. R. 8171> granting an in
crease of pension to Hannah Sims; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. O'BRIEN of Michigan: A bill (H. R. 8172) grant
ing a pension to John W. Eiben; to the Committee on Pen
sions. 

By Mr. WITHROW: A bill (H. R. 8173) for the relief of 
Vera P. Clancy; to the Committee on Claims. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions and papers were 

laid on the Clerk's desk and referred as follows: 
3127. By Mr. CURLEY: Petition of the United Hospital 

and Medical Workers of New York City, urging enactment 
of Allen-Schwellenbach bill; to the Committee on Appropri
ations. 
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3128. Also, petition of the American Labor Party, ~ronx, 
New York City, urging passage of the Black-Connery bill; to 
the Committee on Labor. 

3129. Also, petition of the Artists Union of New York 
City, urging enactment of the Allen-Schwellenbach bill; to 
the Committee on Labor. 

3130. By Mr. FITZPATRICK: Petition of the Central 
Trades and Labor Council of Greater New York City and 
Vicinity, urging the passage of the Schwellenbach-Allen 
resolution no. 440, providing for the reinstatement of all 
workers dismissed from Works Progress Administration 
projects; to the Committee on Appropriations. 

3131. Also, petition of the American Labor Party of Bronx 
County, New York City, N. Y., strongly urging the passage 
of the Black-Connery wage and hour bill; to the Com-
mittee on Labor. · 
· 3132. By Mr. KEOGH: Petition of the Central Trade and 
Labor Council of Greater New York and Vicinity, endors
ing the Schwellenbach-Allen resolution; to the Committee 
on Appropriations. 

3133. Also, petition of the Educators Association, New 
York City, concerning the Black-Connery Fair Labor Stand
ards Act of 1937; to the Committee on Labor. 

3134. Mr. MERR.ITr: Resolution of the Citizens League 
Against Communism, Richmond Hill, N. Y., that a bill be 
introduced requesting Congressional investigation into the 
activities of the Communist Party and all its branches, to 
determine how many persons hold membership in said 
organizations, and who were granted the right of citizen
ship by taking the oath of ·allegiance to uphold the Co~
stitution of the United States, and any and all of sa.J.d 
persons, where it shall be determined holding mem.b~ship 
in said organizations has violated said oath of allegiance, 
shall l>e deprived of the right of citizenship and therefore 
should be deported as undesirable aliens; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

3135. Mr. O'NEILL of New Jersey: Petition of Journey
men Barbers International Union, Local 296, Trenton, N.J .. 
petitioning passage of Wagner-Steagall housing bill; to the 
Committee on Banking and CUrrency. 

3136: Mr. PFEIFER: Petition of the United Hospital and 
Medical Workers, New York City, endorsing the Schwellen
bach-Allen resolution; to the Committee on Appropriations. 

3137. Also, petition of the Central Trades and Labor 
Council of Greater New York and Vicinity, endorsing the 
Schwellenbach-Allen joint resolutions <H. J. Res. 440 and 
S. J. Res. 176); to the Committee on Appropriations. 

3138. Also, petition of the Federation of Architects, Engi
neers, Chemists, and Technicians, New York City, concern
Ing the Schwellenbach-Allen joiilt resolutions; to the Com
mittee on Appropriations. 

3139. Also, petition of the Educators' Association, New 
York City, concerning the Connery-Black wage and hour 
bill; to the Committee on Labor. , 

3140. Also, petition of the Washington Housing Associa
tion, Washington, D. C., concerning the Wagner-Steagall 
housing bill; to the Committee on Banking and Curren~y. 

3141. Also petition of the Office of the Council of the C1ty 
of Cleveland, Ohio, concerning the Wagner-Steagall housing 
bill; to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

3142. By the SPEAKER: Petition of the Independent 
Order of Odd Fellows, United Lodge No. 4, Colorado, con
cerning social-security law and payment of taxes; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

SENATE 
FRIDAY, AUGUST 6, 1937 

(Legislative day ot Thursday, July 22, 1937> 

The Senate met at 11 o'clock a. m., on the expi.nition of 
the recess. THE JOURNAL 

On request of Mr. BARKLEY, and by unanimous consent, 
the reading of the Journal of the proceedings of the calendar 

day Thursday, August 5, 1937, was dispensed with, and the 
Journal was approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE-ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT 
RESOL~ON SIGNED 

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. 
MEGn.L, one of its clerks, announced that the Speaker had 
affixed his signature to the following enrolled bills and 
joint resolution, and they were signed by the Vice President. 

8.191. An act for the relief of Orson Thomas; 
S~ 4:49. An act for the relief of the estate of Charles 

Pratt; 
s. 792. An act for the relief of Margaret Larson, a minor; 
s. 893. An act conferring jurisdiction upon the Court of 

Claims of the United States to hear, determine, and render 
judgment upon the claims of Jack Wade, Perry Shilton, 
Louie Hess, Owen Busch, and William W. McGregor; 

s. 972. An act for the relief of Ethel Smith McDaniel; 
S.1047. An act to authorize the city of Pierre, S.Dak., to 

construct, equip, maintain, and operate on Farm Island, 
s. Dak., certain amusement and recreational facilities; to 
charge for the use thereof; and for other purposes; 

s. 1379. An act to authorize the Five Civilized Tribes, in 
suits heretofore filed under their original jurisdictional 
acts, to present claims to the United States Court of Claims 
by amended petitions to conform to the evidence; and to 
authorize said court to adjudicate such claims upon their 
merits as though filed within the time limitation :fixed in 
said original jurisdictional acts; 

S.1401. An act for the relief of Willard Collins; 
8.1453. An act for the relief of Maude P. Gresham and 

Agnes M. Driscoll; 
s. 1935. An act to authorize and direct the Comptroller 

General of the United states to allow credit for all out
standing disallowances and suspensions in the accounts of 
disbursing officers or agents of the Government for pay
ments made pursuant to certain adjustments and increases 
in compensation of Government officers and employees; 

H. R. 7472. An act to provide additional revenue for the 
District of Columbia, and for other pUl"J>>Oes; and 

s. J. Res. 171. Joint resolution relating to the employment 
of personnel and expenditures made by the Charles Carroll 
of Carrollton Bicentenary Commission. 

CALL OF THE ROLL 

Mr. LEWIS. It is apparent that we have not now a 
quorum, and I suggest its absence, and ask for a roll call. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll. 
The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Sen

ators answered to their names: 
Adams Connally La Follette 
Andrews Davis Lee 
Ashurst Dieterich Lewis 
Austin Donahey Lodge 
Bailey Ellender Logan 
Barkley Fra.zier Lonergan 
Berry George Lundeen 
Bilbo Gerry McAdoo 
Black GUlette McCa.rran 
Bone Glass McGill 
Borah Green McKella.r 
Bridges· Gu1fey McNary 
Brown, Mich. Hale Maloney 
Brown, N.H. Ha.rrtson Minton 
Bulkley Hatch Moore 
Bulow Herring Murray 
Burke Hitchcock Neely 
Byrd Holt Nye 
Byrnes ' Hughes O'Mahonq-
Capper Johnson, Calif. Overton 
Chavez Johnson, Colo. Pepper 
Clark . King Pittman 

Ra.dcillle 
Reynolds 
Schwartz 
Schwellenb&ch 
Sheppard 
Shipstea.d 
Smith 
Steiwer 
Thomas, Okla. 
Thomas, Utah 
Townsend 
Truman 
Tydings 
Vandenbel'l 
Va.nNuys 
Wa.gn.er 
Walsh 
Wheeler 
White 

Mr. LEWIS. I announce that the Senator from Wis
consin [Mr. DuFFY] and the Senator from Georgia [Mr. 
RussELL] are absent on official duty as members of the 
committee to attend the dedication of the battle monuments 
·in France. 

I further announce that the Senator from Arkansas [Mrs. 
CARAWAY] is unavoidably detained; that the Senator from 
Idaho [Mr. PoPEl. and the Senator from New York [Mr. 
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